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ESSAYS

Andreas G. Papandreou:
A Brief Political Biography
by ALEXANDER KITROEFF

What follows provides a basic chronological framework of
Andreas Papandreou's life, something that can be used as a
backdrop to a more detailed analysis of his political career. There
is only a brief outline of his upbringing, education and his academic career followed by a more detailed account of his political
career that emphasizes his role as a political leader in government and in opposition, the performance of his party, PASOK
in the general elections and his major initiatives as prime minister, especially in the field of foreign policy. This is not an interpretative and much less an academically oriented biography—the
difficult task of attaining such goals is best left to specialists.
Andreas Papandreou will certainly test their skills. He had a
rich and varied intellectual and political education and an even
richer set of experiences. Papandreou appears to have kept most
of it on tap rather than gradually embracing one part and discarding another, even though he became increasingly less radical.
Papandreou thus defies the simple labels that have been used
to describe him: ideologue, romantic, maverick, opportunist, oldstyle politician, advocate of a unique road toward socialism,
populiSt, and so on. His actions at different times could have
justified any of those descriptions, but seen as a whole his career
was far more complex, as is common perhaps of leaders who
mix short term tactics with longer term strategies almost at
random. A strong leader he certainly was, and a charismatic one
at that; it is also true that he gradually moderated his radicalism
an editor of the ]HD, teaches History at
Haverford College and is completing a book-length ms. provisionally
entitled "Cultural Nationalism Transformed: Greece, 1821-1903."
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after gaining power in 1981. Those things in themselves do not
make for a very clear pattern, at least not without a great deal
more careful analysis than can be attempted here. Another issue
his biographers will have to confront with care is the position
that political rhetoric played in his political career. At an age
when textual analysis is being used more and more in the humanities and the social sciences, to assert that his radical language was merely "empty rhetoric" would be to underestimate the
significance of language in representing political interests and in
acting as a medium through which Papandreou connected his
political programs with popular concerns as well as in how he
shaped those popular concerns. To simply look for the "real"
Papandreou behind a rhetorical smoke screen would be to ignore
the socio-cultural context in which he thrived as a political
leader. This chronological narrative attempts to sketch his career
against that broader context.
Early Years, 1919-1939

Andreas Papandreou was born on February 5, 1919, on the
island of Chios. His father, George Papandreou, had been posted
there by Prime Minister Eleftherios Venizelos as the general
governor of the Aegean islands. His mother, Sophia Mineiko,
was the daughter of a Polish army engineer who had served with
the Greek army during the Balkan Wars.
In 1923, when the young Andreas was four years old, the
family moved to Athens, where his father continued his career
in politics and practiced law. The high school he attended was
the American College of Athens, graduating in 1937 and entering the Law School of the University of Athens. This was the
period of the Metaxas dictorship that ruled Greece between 1936
and 1941, when the regime deported his father, one of its opponents, to the island of Andros. Andreas himself engaged in
activities against the Metaxas dictatorship. The authorities arrested him and held him for three days in 1936 while he was still
in high school, because he allegedly destroyed the regime's propaganda handouts and wall posters. He was arrested again in
March 1939, accused of engaging in subversive activities as a
8
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member of a small trotskyist group. This time the authorities
held him for four months, and through his father's efforts they
allowed him to leave for the United States to continue his
studies.
Andreas Papandreou's membership in a trotskyist organization, his arrest, and the circumstances of his release caused a
great deal of controversy much later. The decision to join the
trotskyist group was unusual because the trotskyist movement
in Greece was relatively insignificant at the time. Yet the other
radical alternative, adhering to the hard-line communist party
that was both crushed and infiltrated by the regime would have
probably been just as risky. The arrest and release were hardly
remarkable at the time. Papandreou himself deals with the
incident briefly, writing that he "was arrested, imprisoned and
tortured" in the preface of his Democracy at Gunpoint, a book
about the establishment of the colonels' dictatorship published
in 1971. Cornelius Castoriadis, the Paris-based philosopher who
was also a member of that group, and later a political opponent,
stated in newspaper interviews that he suspected that Papandreou's release was in return for striking some sort of deal with
the authorities. In any case, Papandreou's opponents brought up
his trotskyist past frequently, even though his political positions
were moving rightward.
The Academic Period in the U.S. 1940-1959

Papandreou left Greece for the United States in late 1939-reputedly with $14 in his pocket. He completed his studies in the
U.S. and embarked on a notable academic career. In 1943 he
obtained U.S. citizenship, a move that was to cause controversy
later on, when his political opponents would infer that this
showed "unpatriotic motives." Ironically, most of those accusations came from those who accepted Greece's subordination to
its great American ally without question. Moreover, coming as
they do in a country that has seen literally millions of persons
acquiring foreign citizenship without loosing their "Greekness,"
and a country that considers practically everyone of Greek descent as part of "Hellenism," those accusations ring false. Aware
Andreas G. Papandreou: A Brief Political Biography
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that nevertheless they might damage his political career, Papandreou carefully pointed out in Democracy at Gunpoint that he
still retained, "as all Greeks do," his Greek citizenship. Papandreou's choice to stay so long in the United States should not be
overlooked when considering the formative elements in his political career. His absence from Greece meant that he was able
to develop politically and intellectually in a different environment to that of his future political rivals. He has written that
campaigning for Democratic Party presidential nominee Adlai
Stevenson in 1952 was a pivotal moment in his life, re-awakening his commitment to politics. His wife, Margaret, was already
active in U.S. politics and she was undoubtedly an important
influence in that respect. One wonders whether that experience
with Stevenson sharpened his appreciation of the role party
machines and organized activists could play, as opposed to the
more traditional and personal clientelist type of mobilization
that was being refined in Greece at the time.
In 1940 Papandreou enrolled as a graduate student at
Harvard, where he received a doctorate in economics in 1943.
In the same year he obtained U.S. citizenship and joined the U.S.
Navy, where he served in the medical corps. Upon leaving the
Navy he returned to Harvard, where he became an instructor
and then an assistant professor in 1947. In 1944, the year his
father became prime minister of Greece, he was appointed consultant to the Greek delegation to the United Nation's Monetary Convention in Washington, D. C. In 1947 he wed Christina
Rassias (a Greek American), but the marriage lasted only a
few months. He left Harvard in 1947 to take up a position at
the University of Minnesota, where he stayed through 1956. In
1951 he married Margaret Chant (of Elmhurst, Illinois)—she
has recounted that they met at a dentist's waiting room in 1950.
They had four children, George, Nikos, Andreas and Sophia.
Besides a spell at Northwestern University, the next major step
he took in terms of his academic career was to join the Department of Economics of the University of California at Berkeley
in 1956. Except visits to Greece, it is worth noting that in 1959
Papandreou traveled to Yugoslavia, invited there by Marshall
Tito. The Yugoslays were in the midst of soul-searching debates
about whether they should liberalize their economy, a moment that
10
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preiaged the emergence of a system that in a sense fell in between
the typical western and Soviet economic development models.
Again, one may wonder about the significance of that visit and
how it may have influenced Papandreou's thinking, especially
later on when he confronted somewhat similar economic questions in Greece.
In Greece with the Center Union Party, 1960-1967

In 1960 Papandreou returned to Greece in order to work
as an economist, but he soon entered active politics. He played
an important role in the Center Union administration of 19631965 and he became involved in the political hiatus Greek parliamentary politics experienced from mid-1995 through the
establishment of the colonels' dictatorship in April 1967. It is
ironic that Prime Minister Constantine Karamanlis invited Papandreou to Greece because they became fierce rivals after 1974.
According to some sources his father, George Papandreou, put
forward the original idea that Andreas should return to Greece
and Karamanlis agreed to it. He also agreed with Andreas' suggestion that an economics and development "think tank" be
established in Athens under his leadership. The Center for Research and Planning (KEPE, according to its Greek acronym)
was duly established, with backing from the Ford Foundation.
The increasingly politicized atmosphere in Greece, however,
coupled by his father's role as an increasingly vocal opposition
leader, persuaded Andreas that he should become involved in
politics. Following the Center Union's narrow electoral victory
under his father's leadership in November 1963, Papandreou
became one of his father's advisors.
In the next elections George Papandreou called, in February
1964, hoping to gain a comfortable majority, Andreas ran as a
Center Union candidate in his ancestral home district, the Achaia
prefecture in Peloponnesus. In order to do so, he renounced his
U.S. citizenship. He was easily elected to parliament, while the
Center Union gained a massive 53% of the vote. His father, the
prime minister, appointed him government minister and in June
1 964 moved him to the post of deputy minister of coordination.
.
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Yet he resigned in November of that year, a sign that he was
too radical for the party leadership. Nonetheless, he was far
from being politically weakened, for a growing number of
deputies, other political figures, intellectuals, and labor unionists
rallied to his side; the Center Union deputies who supported
his more radical social and economic agenda became an informal
center-left parliamentary faction. Nevertheless, his father appointed him minister of coordination in April, 1965.
Andreas Papandreou hardly found any time to reshape or
plan Greece's economic development because he was caught up
in the political polarization and instability that culminated in
the king's dismissal of George Papandreou as prime minister
in July 1965, and the ensuing political crisis that lasted
almost two years. Andreas was publicly accused of having formed
a secret organization of army officers by the conservative opposition party, ERE. The organization, known as ASPIDA, was
supposed to be planning the overthrow of the political status
quo. The opposition press demanded that Papandreou be dismissed from his ministerial post. This was a movement by the
conservative political forces, their allies among the officer corps
and the king, designed to undermine the Center Union party.
Indeed, those three elements, the king, the army and the conservative leadership, had dominated post-Civil War Greek politics,
and the rise to power of the Center Union party threatened their
power and interests. Invoking the fear of communism that the
right had assiduously cultivated since the end of the Civil War,
those forces sought to paint the Center Union as a party whose
policies would eventually pave the way for a left-wing takeover.
Accordingly, the conservative element of the electorate mobilized
against the government while the supporters of the center, the
left and the social groups that the right had not favored rallied
to the side of the centrist liberal part of the electorate that supported the Center Union.
The right versus left scenario had become a self-fulfilling
prophecy. It would become a permanent frame of reference for
Andreas Papandreou for the rest of his political career. In a
sense he was able to turn the tables on the right. Just as they
had used the right versus left dichotomy to raise fears associated
with the Civil War of 1947-49 to bolster their standing in the
12
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1950s and the 1960s, Papandreou was able to manipulate the same
dichotomy in the interests of the left after 1974. What was extraordinary was that he did so even though his political background
was different from the left of the 1940s, that was communist
influenced. Playing on the broader left image that the left of
the 1940s had tried to project, not always persuasively, Papandreou hijacked the emotive cause of the left-wing resistance
movement from under the eyes of the communists.
Political tension peaked when King Constantine found an
excuse to dismiss Prime Minister George Papandreou on July
15, 1965. The ostensible reason was that he would not approve
the dismissal of Papandreou's conservative and royalist minister
of defense, Petros Garoufalias. There followed months of failed
attempts by the king, designed to effect a split among the Center
Union parliamentary deputies and secure enough votes from
those deputies in support of a center-right administration that
the conservatives would also back. Street demonstrations showed
wide-spread popular support for George Papandreou, while
Andreas was acknowledged as the leader of the more radical
wing of the Center Union party.
In late December of 1966 Andreas had a major political
disagreement with his father over whether the Center Union
deputies should finally agree to support a center-right administration under Ioannis Paraskevopoulos. George was in favor
of a compromise and believed that the Center Union should
support Paraskevopoulos and bring an end to the crisis. Andreas
was against compromise, and followed by forty deputies loyal
to him, held out for over ten days. It was the first sign of a
major division in the ranks of the Center Union. After Andreas
retreated the rift was mended, but it remained as an incident that
defined Andreas as more radical than his father.
The crisis was to continue through the early months of
1967, and it eased off by early April. In February 1967, Andreas
was formally charged with being implicated in the so-called
ASPIDA case and had to deny the allegations and defend himself in court. He was also accused of providing favorable treatment to a childhood friend, the architect and planner Yeorgios
Skiadaresis. While Papandreou was able to produce evidence
that exonerated him from the accusations of favoritism, the crude
Andreas G. Papandreou: A Brief Political Biography
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accusasion of plotting with military officers was more difficult
to confront. Nothing came of the trial. By early April, the political crisis was abating. The Paraskevopoulos government stepped
down in early April and a conservative administration under
Panayotis Kanellopoulos took over in order to prepare the
country for elections that were scheduled for May 28, 1967.
Those elections never took place. The colonels struck in
the early hours of Friday, April 21, and established a dictatorship. Andreas Papandreou was imprisoned after unsuccessfully
trying to resist arrest that day. He was taken first to the hotel
Pikermi outside Athens, where other politicians were also held,
and after twenty days moved to the Averoff prison in Athens,
where he was held in solitary confinement for several weeks. He
was released in December 1967, and placed under house arrest.
Papandreou has written about those events, their background
and the first years of the dictatorship in considerable detail in
his Democracy at Gunpoint.
The colonels regime became increasingly frustrated by the
international campaign for his release that unfolded in Europe
and the United States, where the economist John Galbraith was
active and demanded from President Johnson that he intervene
to secure Papandreou's release. In order to counter that campaign, the regime produced in English-language booklet in
August 1967, entitled simply "Andreas Georgiou Papandreou"
and published by an organization called the Piraeus Young
Scientists Association. The 52-page booklet was devoted to
portraying Andreas Papandreou as a crypto-communist intent on
seizing power. It concluded thus: "April 21st was the steel wall
that was raised by the Army and the People, to place in the far
distant past, the deadly danger which was overtaking the Greek
Nation, because of the communists, and principally due to those
stateless, cheap and lowly fellow-travelers, the enemies of
Greece, of America, of NATO and of the West. That is to
say the enemies of freedom, at the head of whom was, acting
openly and in conspiracy, on-stage and off-stage, Andreas Papandreou." The junta's obsession with Papandreou did not end
there. In the so-called draft constitution they produced they included a clauses specifically designed for him: persons who had
acquired foreign citizenship would not be permitted to keep
14
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their Greek citizenship even if they had renounced their foreign
citizenship. Andreas had renounced his U.S. citizenship when he
ran in the Greek parliamentary elections of 1964.
Yet the regime was not able to continue to keep its archenemy captive. It could ill-afford to displease the U.S. government that apparently had been persuaded by the academic community that it should intervene. Certainly the intervetion was
discreet, but nonetheless as his deportation from Greece was
rumored, the U.S. State Department confirmed in early January,
1968 that he would be granted a visa if he requested one. Later
that month Papandreou was allowed to leave the country and
he and his wife, Margaret, and their four children traveled to
France. A new phase of his life was to begin, and he inaugurated
it by denouncing the dictatorship upon his arrival in Paris on
January 18. He described the regime as the most oppressive
and dictatorial one in Greece's history and declared that democratic countries had a moral responsibility to help put an end
to the regime and to cease providing it with military arms.
Exile and Anti-Dictatorship Struggle, 1968-1974

During the five and a half years that elapsed between his
deportation from Greece and his triumphant return, Papandreou
returned to academe as well as becoming one of the leaders of
the anti-dictatorship struggle abroad. His father's death on
November 8, 1968—only Margaret was allowed to return to
Athens for a few hours in order to attend the funeral—paved
the way for Andreas to develop even further his own political
personality.
Papandreou resumed his academic career at York University
in Toronto while also continuing his political activity that included the establishment of an anti-dictatorship movement, PAK,
as well as public appearances, speeches and contacts with political leaders across the globe. All of these were interrelated. At
York, where he is remembered by former collegues for the
lively and at times fiery lectures he delivered to his students,
he worked on the socio-economic blueprints that he envisioned
for Greece in the future.
Andreas G. Papandreou: A Brief Political Biography
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The Panhellenic Anti-dictatorship Movement, known by its
Greek acronym, PAK, was the precursor of PASOK. PAK was
established on February 27, 1968 in Stockholm. Its goals were
the overthrow of the dictatorship and the punishment of those
responsible for establishing it, the release of all political prisoners,
as well as the development of a national-liberation movement
with a view of achieving national independence, popular rule,
social justice and democratic processes. Toward that purpose
it organized anti-dictatorship demonstrations and tried to expose the undemocratic and brutal nature of the regime. A clandestine branch of the organization was formed in Greece. PAK's
long term goals included the creation of conditions that would
allow the establishment of a democratic and socialist Greece.
PAK and PAM, the left-wing's Panhellenic Liberation Movement, were the largest anti-dictatorship organizations formed
abroad after the April 1967 coup. Other smaller organizations
were formed—of course the Communist Party, that suffered a
split in August, 1968, was already established abroad because
it had been proscribed in Greece since the Civil War in the late
1940s.
Throughout this period Papandreou traveled widely, including visits to the United States, where he spoke against U.S.
foreign policy. Unsympathetic Greek-based observers have described his ambivalent relationship to the U.S. as an example of
his "hypocrisy," but what they do not or cannot appreciate is
that Papandreou's criticisms would and were echoed by many
U.S.-based academics at the time of the Vietnam War. His first
visit to the United States was on March 8, 1968. He gave a
speech in Washington, DC, the next day and criticized the U.S.
for recognizing the regime in Athens and criticized NATO for
continuing to arm the regime. He accused the regime of using
torture and called for its international isolation that he saw as
a means of bringing its end. In another appearance in the United
States that year he addressed a conference in Princeton in December. The conference was discussion the U.S.'s image in the
world and Papandreou took the opportunity to claim that the
CIA had been involved in the April coup. The contacts Papandreou made with world leaders were extensive in this period. He
appeared together with Robert Kennedy at the press conference
16

JOURNAL OF THE HELLENIC DIASPORA

at which Kennedy declared his candidacy before the Democratic
Convention in 1968. Papandreou established friendships with
social-democratic leaders such as Chancellor Willy Brandt of
Germany, Swedish Prime Minister Olaf Palme and Austrian
Chancellor Bruno Kreisky.
Despite his growing stature as an important political figure,
and despite his undisputed leadership role in PAK, Papandreou
took care to distance himself from the individually-based initiatives that other Greek politicians were taking against the Junta
in Athens. For example, former prime minister Constantine Karamanlis called upon the military to overthrow the regime in
a statement he issued in Paris in September, 1969, and he
offered to head an interim government. Papandreou welcomed
Karamanlis' statement but added that any effort to overthrow
the Junta and established a new polity should be part of a broader
development involving the resistance of the Greek people as
a whole.
Papandreou guided PAK's anti-dictatorship activities with
a view to anticipating post-dictatorial developments in Greece.
For example, when PAM formed the National Resistance Council
with three other anti-dictatorship groups that were ideologically
conservative, or centrist, Papandreou refused to join because he
found that alliance's minimum program lacking in terms of a
strategy for the post-junta era. In particular, Papandreou insisted
that even a minimum common program should come out in
favor of allowing the people to vote on whether or not to preserve the monarchy in Greece after the re-establishment of
democracy.
When the dictatorship collapsed and the transition to democracy began on July 24, 1974, Papandreou, who was in Europe
at the time, called an urgent meeting of PAK members that was
held in Switzerland. The meeting decided that PAK should be
disbanded and transformed into a political party in Greece. It
would be stating the obvious to note the significance of PAK
as the precursor to PASOK. Rather than emerging from political
activity by labor unions or splitting away from a more radical
communist or socialist party, Greece's "social-democratic" party
was rooted in what was a militant group led by a single individual and with no tradition of extensive internal democratic
Andreas G. Papandreou: A Brief Political Biography
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functions because of its nature as an organization fighting against
a repressive regime. That legacy was evident in the way PASOK
functioned for very long after PAK disbanded.
PASOK in Opposition, 1974 1981
-

Andreas returned to a triumphant reception at Athens airport on August 16, 1974. Within less than three weeks he would
establish a new political party, the Panhellenic Socialist Movement, PASOK. The party's showing in the elections of November
that year would not be very satisfactory even though it would
become the third largest in the Greek parliament, the Vouli.
In the following elections, in 1977, it would do much better and
come second while its showing was extremely strong in elections
for municipals councils, labor and agricultural unions, professional associations and student unions. When the third postdictatorship elections were called in the fall of 1981, PASOK
was poised to score a spectacular and historic victory.
Papandreou held a meeting in a hotel in Athens on September 3, 1974, and announced the establishment of the Panhellenic Socialist Movement. It was a time when the political
spectrum in Greece was being re-defined in the wake of the
transition to democracy. Within the next few weeks Constantine
Karamanlis announced the formation of the New Democracy
party that was to replace the former conservative party, the ERE,
that he had formed back in the mid-1950s. Also, George Mavros
announced the formation of a new centrist party, the Center
Union-New Forces which would be renamed Union of the
Democratic Center (EDIK) in February 1976. Meanwhile, the
legalization of the Communist Party had permitted its reappearance as the Communist Party of Greece (KKE) along with the
Communist Party of the Interior (KKE-ES) consisting of the
former members who broke away in 1968. Clearly the appearance
of PASOK was the most significant new element in the "mainstream" of the Greek political spectrum: it represented the irreversible split in the old Center Union that had crystallized after
1967, and it also represented the first appearance of a centerleft, social-democratic party in Greece. Judging by PASOK's
.
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founding charter, the "Declaration of September 3rd, 1974," the
new party was to the left of most European social democratic
parties. In terms of domestic affairs it outlined the so-called
"third road toward socialism" that avoided the errors of western
European social democracy and of soviet style socialism. In terms
of foreign policy it called for Greece's withdrawl from NATO
and from the European Community and an orientation toward
the non-aligned "third" world.
By 1977 it became clear that PASOK would be willing to
modify its initial program considerably in order to make the
type of electoral impact that it was denied because of its radicalism in 1974. Influenced by the enthusiasm the September declaration had generated, Papandreou ran a campaign replete
with radical rhetoric. It was epitomized by the slogan "Socialism on the 18th" (a phrase that rhymes in Greek), which was
supposed to mean that socialism would be established the day
after the first post-junta elections that were held on November
17, 1974. Instead it was the phrase that composer Mikis Theodorakis uttered that was endorsed by the electorate: "Either Karamanlis or the tanks." Unsure of how far the process of transition to democracy had traveled since late July, the people gave
Karamanlis' conservative party a massive 54.37% of the vote
and the Center Union-New Forces 20.42%. PASOK was limited
to 13.58% of the vote (666,413 ballots), something that translated into a meager twelve deputies in the 300-member parliament.
Papandreou did not let that blow weaken his control of the
party or cramp his political style. He retained the radical rhetoric as a parliamentary weapon against the conservatives
and the insipid Center Union that was the major opposition
party, even though he was also prepared to moderate his positions with a view of increasing the party's power base. That
policy was not as contradictory as it may appear superficially.
The electorate had chosen to vote for Karamanlis because it saw
him and the conservative political forces as the best guarantee
against a return to dictatorial rule. The large size of the vote
in favor of Karamanlis was not an endorsement of conservative
policies. Papandreou thus was able to hammer away at the
"right," at the Americans and, when the opportunity arose, exAndreas G. Papandreou: A Brief Political Biography
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ploit the fears of Turkish aggression by employing much more
radical nationalist language than that of the government. Perhaps
the best example of his bold and aggressive style in parliament
came in 1976 during a Greco-Turkish crisis over rights in the
Aegean Sea. Papandreou called for a Turkish vessel to be sunk
if it continued its presence in Greek territorial waters. He was
to explain later that it was a sympolic call for a more assertive
Greek stance (the vessel was unarmed). Meanwhile, he carried
on as party leader without yielding to internal rivals or opponents. Critics within PASOK were silenced or expelled, as was
the case with the members of the anti-dictatorship group Dimokratiki Amyna (Democratic Defense) who had joined PASOK
in December of 1974—they were expelled in early 1975. The
important point here is that both the content of the 1974 declaration and the subsequent move to more moderate positions
were enginereed and shaped by Andreas Papandreou—at no
point in that process did it appear that his role as leader was
under dispute. He was rapidly establishing his reputation as
charismatic figure with an increasingly popular image among
the electorate.
The 1977 elections, held on November 20th, were a minor
triumph for PASOK because it outflanked the Center Party and
became the second largest party in parliament, doubling its percentage of the popular vote. The elections were won again by
New Democracy, gaining 41.84% of the vote, a considerable
loss, matched by that suffered by the Center Party which slid
down to 11.95% of the vote, only about 2% more than what
the Communist Party of Greece (KKE) had gained. PASOK,
with an impressive 25.34% of the vote (1,300,025 ballots)
served notice that it was about to challenge for power in the
next elections. Papandreou used the parliamentary podium ably
to strengthen his position as a charismatic leader, a great orator
and above all the only political figure that could possibly unseat Karamanlis from power. Indeed, in May, 1980, Karamanlis
chose to step down as prime minister in order to become president of the Greek Republic, and he was replaced as prime minister and leader of New Democracy by Yeorgios Rallis. But it
was Papandreou who was increasingly in the limelight.
20
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Prime Minister, 1981-1989

Papandreou's greatest triumph came with his victory in the
third post-junta elections that were held on October 18, 1981
with a historic result, a PASOK victory. Thus, the first center-left
political party and certainly the first to describe itself as socialist won elections in Greece and would form a government. In
retrospect the moment was of tremendous significance for what
is represented symbolically rather than in terms of any sort of
political shift in the way Greece would be governed. PASOK's
and Papandreou's victory signaled that political power would
be exercised in the name of the "left," or perhaps the non-conservative world, made up of different generations, ranging from
those who were on the left during the 1940s over to those who
had opposed the dictatorship. For all those disparate groups
PASOK's victory was their own victory, the moment of political
ascendancy for which they had struggled and waited patiently
for years. And the man who brought it about was Andreas Papandreou. Conscious of the broad support he had mustered, he
ran in the elections not by calling for socialism but for "Change"
(Allaghi), and with a program that appealed essentially to the
vast lower middle-class stratum of Greek society.
PASOK gained 48.06% of the vote (2,034,496 ballots)
that gave it 172 seats in the Vouli; New Democracy gained
35.86%, while the third party was the KKR with a relatively
impressive 10.92% of the vote. By that time the Center party
had split into various sections, none of which succeeded in gaining much over 1% of the vote. PASOK's performance was
strong throughout the country. in forming his cabinet, Papandreou retained the defense portfolio for himself. Obviously the
military were of special concern to him, and his decision to take
the responsibility of minister of defense was designed not only
to acquire direct contact with the military leadership but also
to assure the military as a whole of his interest in their affairs.
One should bear in mind that the military leadership was no
longer monolithically right-wing; rather, it included supporters of New Democracy and of PASOK. By appointing those
loyal to him in key positions and preserving the extensive
financial and other privileges the military enjoyed, Papandreou
Andreas G. Papandreou: A Brief Political Biography
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had nothing to fear in terms of moves against his government.
Other key ministerial appointments included Apostolos Lazaris
(coordination), Agamenon Koutsogiorgas (minister to the
prime minister), Ioannis Charalambopoulos (foreign affairs),
Manolis Drettakis (economics), Georgios Gennimatas (interior), Antonis Tritsis (urban planning), Kostas Simitis (agriculture), Anastasios Peponis (industry) and Melina Mercouri
(culture). Thanks to frequent reshuffling of his ministers, Papandreou ensured that none of them stayed long enough in a
particular post from which they could build a power base and
perhaps threaten his predominance over the government.
Papandreou introduced a broad range of political reforms
aimed at enhancing citizenship rights and equality as well as
social reforms that benefited his electoral base, low income
groups and the lower middle-class strata. Legislation was enacted to bar discrimination based on gender, religion or social
class and the "special laws" that were implemented during the
Civil War giving extra powers to the state were abolished. Also,
the contribution of all those who participated in the wartime
resistance was officially recognized by the state—until then, persons who had been members of left-wing resistance groups had
not had their role acknowledged formally. Steps were taken to
establish the equality of women in the eye of the law, abortion
rights were expanded, civil marriage was introduced; finally,
measures were designed to strengthen workers and farmers organizations.
In terms of foreign policy, Papandreou maintained his antiEuropean and anti-American stance but took no steps to implement it. At most these were tactical moves designed to bring
about a more equitable relationship between Greece and the
Europeans and the Americans respectively. Yet the enthusiasm
the quasi-nationalist language raised was very real and spoke
to the beliefs of a large part of Greek society that felt that the
West had turned its back to Greece during the dictatorship and
during the Cyprus crisis of 1974. To the extent that Papandreou
described his foreign policy positions as evoking "national pride,"
he himself was signalling the symbolic content of his foreign
agenda. The issue of withdrawing from the European Community and from NATO was dropped. Papandreou told the first
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PASOK Congress that was held in 1984 that withdrawal from the
European Community would be detrimental to the Greek economy
and also that withdrawal from NATO would take place only
when the time was right. Regional and non-aligned initiatives
were taken up instead. Steps were taken to try and establish a
nuclear-free zone in the Balkans. He maintained his involment
with the non-aligned world and in 1982 he participated in the
"Initiative of the 6 for Peace," an attempt to bring about close
East-West contacts with a view of ending the Cold War. The
"six," were Papandreou along with Mexico's president, Miguel
de la Madrid, Argentina's president, Raul Alfonsin, Tanzania's
president, Julius Nyerere, and Prime Ministers Olaf Paline of
Sweden and Indira Ghandi of India. More controversially, Papandreou fostered closer relations between Greece and Cuba as
well as the Palestine Liberation Organization and he met with
Yassir Arafat in Athens.
In early 1985 Papandreou surprised the Greek political
world by declining to support President aramanlis for a second
term, successfully installing a candidate of his choice and then
proceeding to win the general election in the summer fairly
comfortably. The president of the republ c is elected by the Greek
parliament, and without PASOK's support Karamanlis would
have been unable to continue for a second term. Instead of
backing Karamanlis, Papandreou announced that PASOK would
support Judge Christos Sartzetakis, who ad been the prosecutor
in the case concerning the assassinate n of left-wing deputy
Christos Lambrakis in 1963: That incid nt, on which the story
and movie "Z" were based, had been a major blow to the Ka-'
ramanlis government at the time and contributed indirectly to
the Center Union's electoral victory later that year. Sartzetakis
was duly.elected by the PASOK majority in the Vouli while Papandreou also introduced constitutional amendments that re
duced the powers of the president. These were approved by the
parliament in March, 1986. Meanwhile, in the June, 1985, elections, PASOK was victorious, gaining 45.82% of the vote
(2,916,450 ballots) against New Democracy's 40.85% and the
KKE's 9.89%.
Papandreou's second term as prime minister was an eventful one and it gradually led to the erosion of his own and his
Andreas G. Papandreou: A Brief. Political Biography
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party's popularity. It was marked by a series of rightward policy
shifts Domestically, PASOK introduced an economic austerity
program in 1985 designed to reduce inflation and the size of
the public debt. The measures brought vehement protests on the
part of labor and employee unions and tensions within the party.
The "stabilization program" earned praise from international
monetary organizations. In foreign policy, Papandreou initiated
steps to integrate Greece more fully within the European Community and he also took steps to bring Greece closer to the
United States by negotiating defense agreements, purchasing
fighter planes and collaborating against the threat of terrorism,
issues that had marred Greek-U.S. relations during his first term.
Typically, the agreements with the U.S. were portrayed as favoring Greece and that thus vindicated the struggle for Greek independence from foreign pressure.
Greco-Turkish relations was another sphere where Papandreou made spectacular policy u-turns. In March, 1987, he brought
Greece to what appeared to be the brink of war with Turkey in
response to the differences of both countries over maritime territorial rights in the Aegean Sea area. Following the intervention
of the European Community and the U.S., Papandreou backed
down from his "nothing to negotiate" position and agreed to
regular low-level Greco-Turkish meetings that led to his meeting
with Turkey's president, Turgut Ozal, in January 1968, at Davos,
Switzerland, during an international conference on economic affairs. The so-called "spirit of Davos" led nowhere as Greek and
Turkish positions quickly hardened again, and Papandreou publicly admitted that 'the meeting was an error.
The catalyst that accelerated the errosion of his and his
party's popularity was rumors about his involvement in financial
scandals and news that he was having an extra-marital affair;
meanwhile, that same year, 1988, he experienced serious health
problems and underwent open heart surgery in London in September. The opposition press published accusations that Papandreou and other leading PASOK members were connected with
a multi-million drachma embezzlement of the Bank of Crete,
engineered by the Bank's owner, Yiorgos Koskotas. It was said
that he ordered public corporations to transfer their holdings to
that bank and the interest was skimmed off for the benefit of
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PASOK leaders. While Papandreou strongly denied those allegations, he did not hide his affair with Dimitra Liani, an
Olympic Airways flight attendant who was half his age. She
was at his side during his hospitalization in London and she
stepped off the plane with him when he returned to Athens.
The eight-year rule of Papandreou was about to end inauspiciously, but that should not detract from the significant
changes it brought to Greece. Papandreou gained power with
perhaps the most radical agenda ever to propel a party into office
in twentieth century Greece, and he gradually modified his ideological stance, though not before introducing a series of important changes in Greek society, not least of which was giving a
voice and representation to a series of social and political groups
that had been left out of the political mainstream after the end
of the Civil War. Many of his innovations could have been introduced by a more enlightened right-wing, but however it can
be defined, Greek conservatism was certainly not "enlightened"
at the time. Thus it was left to PASOK to implement policies
that made Greek society more liberal and equitable. What lay
beneath the anti-imperialist rhetoric and the reduction of domestic politics to a choice between the forces of progress and
the old right was, in essence, a social-democratic agenda tailored
to the Greek realities, replete with its delivery and implementation by a leader who combined populism and charisma. It was
a time of mass political meetings and of catchy slogans, and
there was no one who could perform better as an orator in
front of a crowded city square than Andreas Papandreou.
Defeat and Crises, 1989-1992

Election year 1989 brought a trying period for Papandreou:
he was defeated at the polls, his health worsened and accusations about his involvement in financial and other scandals increased until he was formally charged with being responsible for
widespread telephone tapping enacted by the state-controlled telephone company OTE, and for the embezzlement at the Bank of
Crete. Just before the elections were held on June 18, 1987,
Papandreou secured a divorce ending his thirty-six-year long
Andreas G. Papandreou: A Brief Political Biography
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marriage to Margaret Papandreou. On July 13th he married
Dimitra Liani, who took the name Dimitra Liani-Papandreou
but soon began being called "Mimi" by the press.
Considering the apparent decline of Papandreou's and PASOK's standing, the defeat in 1989 was not that great, indeed
it yielded a hung parliament and led to a ten-month period of
coalition government—it took New Democracy two more general
elections, held in November 1989 and in April 1990, for it to
secure the narrowest of majorities in parliament. In the first
of three elections that were held in the space of ten months, New
Democracy came first with 44.25% of the vote, a result that
gave it 145 seats in parliament, six short of forming a majority.
PASOK held its own by receiving 39.15% of the vote (125
seats), so it was up to the third largest party, the Sinaspismos
(an alliance between the KKE and the smaller Communist Party
of the Interior that gained 13.12% of the vote) to decide who
to back. In what was an extraordinary and historic move, the
Sinaspismos formed what was described as a "co-government"
with New Democracy. Meanwhile, Papandreou fell ill and was
hospitalized.
The new right-left government, led by a New Democracy
member Tzanis Tzannetakis 'but not the party leader Constantinos Mitsotakis, took a number of initiatives designed to initiate
proceedings against Papandreou and the other PASOK leaders
who were implicated in the Bank of Crete and the telephone
tapping "scandals." There were a series of tense votes in parliament, the last of which was in September, 1989, and with
which parliament decided that a special court would deal with
the charges against Papandreou and his ministers. Papandreou
conceded that he was responsible for the Bank of Crete scandal
in a political sense but denied that he was involved personally.
Under those circumstances of political polarization and difficulties for Papandreou, PASOK faced two more general elections. In the first it yet again held its own in the elections that
were held on November 5th in order to resolve the political
impasse. PASOK received 40.6% of the vote again, coming a
strong second to New Democracy, whose 46.1% still did not
provide it with a parliamentary majority. Instead of being resolved the impasse was made more complicated, and a three26
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cornered New Democracy-Sinaspismos-PASOK coalition government was eventually formed with a non-partisan figure as prime
minister, the economist Xenophon Zolotas. There was no political respite for Papandreou in the year that followed. The government impasse was finally resolved with new elections that were
held on April 8, 1990, and at which PASOK again came second
but with 38.6% of the vote, a small decrease by two percentage
points but large enough for New Democracy to win 150 seats
in the parliament by gaining 46.8% of the vote. The defection
of one deputy from the small DIANA party over to New Democracy gave it a precarious but sufficient majority of one in
the 300-member parliament. Papandreou's great personal rival,
Constantinos Mitsotakis, became prime minister. This was a period of retrenchment for Papandreou, now the leader of the
opposition. Ironically, he was unable to gain any political capital
from his decision to have PASOK join the Socialist International,
the organization of social-democratic parties that he had earlier
considered too conservative for his radical part. Newspapers reported that at the International's meeting that was held in Cairo
in May, 1990, many international leaders ignored Papandreou.
Papandreou's personal standing and his political capital improved markedly in 1992, paving the way for his astonishing
political comeback the following year. The nine-month long
Bank of Crete scandal trial was concluded on January 16, 1992.
He had refused to attend, claiming that the charges were politically motivated and that by refusing to be present he was guarding the legitimacy of the prime minister's office. He was acquitted in the end, but two leading PASOK members, Dimitris
Tsovolas and Yeorgios Petsos, were found guilty and received
light sentences. In May, the New Democracy government decided not to go through with the other trial that would have
considered the charges that Papandreou had been involved in
telephone tapping. His popularity began climbing back up both
domestically and abroad as witnessed by the warmer reception he
received at another Socialist International meeting. Meanwhile,
New Democracy under Mitsotakis began experiencing internal
divisions prompted by the break up of Yugoslavia and the devisionof the leaders of the Yugoslav Republic of Macedonia
to seek self-determination and statehood under the name "MaceAndreas G. Papandreou: A Brief Political Biography
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donia." This, coupled by the new state's symbols and constitutional clauses that sounded irredentist was considered by many
Greeks as a direct threat to the integrity and security of the
area of Macedonia in northern Greece. New Democracy's internal divisions raised the possibility that it would lose its narrow
majority in the Vouli. Suddenly it was not Papandreou facing
a major political crisis, but Mitsotakis. Papandreou had done
much more than survive.
Prime Minister Again, 1993 1996
-

When New Democracy lost its narrow one deputy majority
in parliament in July, 1993, the scene was set for Papandreou to
stage his triumphant return to power. That Papandreou could
rebound is a testimony not only to his own abiding charisma
and popularity, it is also proof of the polarization of Greek
politics and the rootedness of PASOK in the minds of all
those opposed to the right. The results of the elections of October
10 showed an impressive victory for Pauandreou. Looking considerably older and much more frail compared to his appearance in 1981. Papandreou nevertheless must have savored the
moment since it represented a rehabilitation as well as a triumph.
With 46.8% of the vote, PASOK took 170 seats in the Vouli and
secured a comfortable majority. Papandreou had turned the
tables on Mitsotakis, whose New Democracy party slid to 39.2%
of the vote. PASOK's percentage of the vote was the same that
New Democracy had secured in the previous elections, giving
it 150 out of the 300 seats in the Vouli. In order to help itself
the next time around, New Democracy made a few alterations
to the electoral law that favored whichever party came first.
It was because of those changes that PASOK was able to secure
a comfortable parliamentary majority with only the same percentage of the vote.
Weakened by his health problems, Papandreou appeared
to be far less actively involved in running the government, although he retained a high profile in the conduct of foreign policy. New Democracy had lost its slim parliamentary majority
due to serious in-party divisions over Greece's foreign policy
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toward the newly established Republic of Macedonia in the
former Yugoslavia. It would not have been Papandreou's style to
lose control of his deputies over a sensitive nationalist question and
indeed he handled Greece's attitude toward the new state in a
sufficiently dynamic manner so as not to be outflanked by anyone within his party or among his opponents. He imposed an
embargo on the Republic of Macedonia in February 1994, despite
the protests of the European Union. That policy eventually persuaded the Republic's leadership to make some concessions on
their choice of symbols and on what the Greeks considered irredentist and threatening policies towards them; the two sides
signed an "interim agreement" in September, 1995, something
that represented a significant de-escalation of the tension between
them. Papandreou also took up the issue of Cyprus and took
steps to strengthen Greco-Cypriot relations. In April 1994, Papandreou made an official visit to the United States and met with
President Clinton at the White House, where he had been an
official guest thirty years ago when his father George Papandreou had met President Johnson on a similar visit. The three
decades that had elapsed had witnessed an increasingly antiAmerican stance by Papandreou which, nevertheless, had been
replaced by a pragmatic and eventually businesslike collaboration with the United States. The pursuit of income policies to
combat inflation domestically and moves towards privatization
were additional signs that little was left of Papandreou's older
radicalism.
Papandreou's poor health and its political implications became a major concern after he took power in 1993. There was
a health scare during his first trip abroad to a European Union
summit meeting in Brussels in December. He did not appear
at an official dinner, reportedly because of a mild case of food
poisoning. A month later, government representatives strenuously
denied reports that he had undergone medical examinations on
an official visit to Syria and Jordan. Another case of food poisoning was apparently the reason why he had to be rushed back to
Athens from the island of Patmos in September 1995. As the
ailing Papandreou became less and less involved in running the
government, his new wife, Dimitra, played an increasingly important role, something that caused a sharp backlash. Even though
Andreas G. Papandreou: A Brief Political Biography
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Papandreou made few appearances in parliament and at cabinet
meetings, he refused to name a deputy. Instead he named his
wife as the "director of the prime minister's office," in other
words his appointed representative. With the help of a growing
entourage of supporters drawn from various echelons of the
government and of PASOK, Mrs. Liani-Papandreou became more
and more politically powerful. Her rise antagonized other established power groups within the party and it prompted a
vicious smear campaign by Yeorgios Kouris, the publisher of the
Athens-based daily Avriani. In the past its tabloid-style journalism had epitomized the populist anti-right-wing rhetoric that
PASOK had used to its advantage. Now it turned against Papandreou with a vengeance. The rest of the press was already
reporting on the suspicious provenance of an expensive villa
that Papandreou had built for him and his new wife. Avriani
was not content to milk the so-called "pink villa" scandal, it
proceeded to publish nude photographs of a young Ms. Liani
obviously designed to block her political career as well as to
embarrass Papandreou.
Papandreou was saved from becoming the hero of a media
promoted political soap opera, with his new wife starring as
a Greek Eva Peron figure, when his health deteriorated suddenly and he was hospitalized in Athens on November 20, 1995,
with pneumonia, and serious breathing and kidney problems. For
the next few weeks Greek politics revolved around the medical bulletins that tersely described the prime minister's battle to stay
alive. The press carried long and detailed explanations of the
health problems the prime minister faced. Television cameras
permanently stationed in the hospital's lobby recorded the medical ups and downs as well as the political news as the entire
PASOK leadership shuttled daily back and forth from the hospital. Papandreou survived a serious deterioration of his condition around mid-December and appeared to be gradually pulling out of danger but remained under continuous supervision
at the hospital.
Meanwhile, speculation about whether or when he would step
down continued unabated—there were no constitutional provisions
for a successor to a prime minister other than when the office
holder resigned or passed away. Nor had Papandreou named a
30
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deputy prime minister who would take over in his absence, nor
did he appear to want to resort to such a solution. Increasingly
the PASOK leadership became concerned with the impact of
the political vacuum created by Papandreou's incapacitation.
Finally, on January 15, 1996, Andreas Papandreou, still in the
hospital, resigned his position as prime minister, retaining, however, his position as president of PASOK. A spectacular political
career had come to an end. A new era in which "techno-pols"
were to replace charismatic leaders and businesslike efficiency
was to replace ideology was coming to Greece as it had come to
other countries, especially the Southern European ones that had
experienced similar political developments over the last decades
of the twentieth century. As the old era fades into memory,
one cannot but remember the way Papandreou dominated and
shaped it in Greece.
The End: January-June, 1996

Papandreou walked out of the hospital on March 21st and
went home to Ekali, a northern suburb of Athens, from where
he would continue his recuperation as well as begin to reassert
himself politically. It was another victory for him, because he
had defied the odds and survived a major health crisis; but it
would be the last time he would be seen in public. He was to
remain in constant medical supervision and his political
activities were restricted to meetings at home. In any case, he was
no longer shouldering the burdens of public office. Days after
he had resigned in January, PASOK's parliamentary deputies
met and elected a new leader who automaticaly became prime
minister. Papandreou had refused to take sides in the contest
which duly saw the "technocrat" Simitis win over the "party
candidate" Akis Tsohatzopoulos and Gerasimos Arsenis who was
said to stand somewhere between the other two candidates. Although Simitis had sat at Papandreou's side when he issued the
"3rd of September Declaration" in 1974, he had often disagreed
with Papandreou and had resigned as industry minister a few
months earlier, disagreeing with Papandreou's economic policies.
Papandreou kept up appearances for the sake of party unity but
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did not disclose his views about whether or not Simitis ought
to be elected leader of PASOK at its forthcoming congress which
Papandreou indicated he wanted to address. He was gradually
becoming more politically active despite being house-bound and
receiving serious medical treatment. He held informal and
formal meetings with leading members of his party and in late
May he received a foreign visitor: Yassir Arafat. It appeared
that Papandreou was seriously preparing for the upcoming PASOK congress and having regular meetings with his closest collaborators. Would the Congress be a victory for the Simitis wing
of the party or the party organization wing, and how would
the Liani-Papandreou faction fare? Rumors were rife, fueled
by the conventional wisdom that in contrast to the parliamentary
deputies, the rank and file of the party were presumed to be less
likely to automatically support Simitis.
Papandreou was feeling relatively well on June 22;
he had not had a fever for several days and he was in high
spirits. A gathering of family members, doctors and close collaborators gradually thinned out and a late fish dinner was
served, after which he talked politics before retiring, after
1:00 a.m. Not long after that, the night nurse noticed that
something was amiss and alerted the rest of the house. The
world was soon to learn that Andreas Papandreou had died in
the early hours of Sunday, June 23, at the age of 77.
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Andreas G. Papandreou:
The Economist
by THEODORE C. KARIOTIS

It is too early for history to judge Andreas G. Papandreou
as a politician, but it is not too early to judge him as an economist. Andreas Papandreou is simply the greatest economist that
Greece has produced in the twentieth century.
People who came in contact with him, even at an early
age, knew that one day Andreas Papandreou would become
someone special. He was politically active in his life as a student at the University of Athens, when he joined the underground movement against the Metaxas dictatorship. As a result
he was arrested, imprisoned and tortured in 1939. During this
period of his life he was introduced to the writings of Trotsky,
and was fascinated by him. When Papandreou later on went to
the United States, he had made plans to visit Trotsky in Mexico,
but this trip never took place as Trotsky was assassinated a few
months after Papandreou arrived in New York City.
The Harvard Years: The Creation of an Economist

With his father's assistance, Andreas Papandreou was released from prison and he received a passport which enabled him
teaches economics at the University of Maryland University College and at George Washington University.
He served as economic counselor at the Embassy of Greece in
Washington during the first Papandreou government. During that
period, he was also a member of the Greek delegation to the United
Nations Conference on the Law of the Sea. This essay is offered as
a partial repayment for one of his great intellectual debts, since
Andreas Papandreou had fundamentally shaped his career as an
economist.
THEODORE C. KARIOTIS
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to leave Greece for the United States. He arrived in New York
City on May 28, 1940 with only 14 dollars in his pocket, and
few months later he registered as a student at Harvard University, the oldest and most prestigious university in the United
States. He received a Master's degree in 1942, and then he
wrote his doctoral dissertation entitled The Scope and Location
of the Entrepreneurial Function and was awarded his Ph.D.
in economics in 1943. When he defended his dissertation on
September 3, 1943, he did not suspect that on that date 31 years
later, he would create the Panhellenic Socialist Movement
(PASOK). Shortly thereafter, he joined the U.S. Navy for the
next 30 months of his life.
The Professor in the United States:
The Most Productive Years

Although Papandreou was a teaching fellow and tutor, and
later an instructor, at Harvard University from 1942 to 1947,
his academic career started properly in 1947, when he was appointed associate professor at the University of Minnesota. He
left Minnesota for a year in order to teach at Northwestern
University, but returned with the rank of professor and taught
at Minnesota until 1955. His last appointment in the United
States was at the University of California at Berkeley, where he
was professor of economics from 1955 to 1963. He served as
chairman of the department of economics from 1956 to 1959.
These were the most happy and productive years of his
life, during which he wrote most of his books and articles. Here
we will examine two of Papandreou's finest contributions to the
science of economics. Papandreou wrote Competition and its
Regulation with John T. Wheeler in 1954 when they were both
professors of economics at the University of Minnesota; they
dedicated the book to their wives, Margaret and Bea.
The book was to be used as a supplementary textbook in
the fields of microeconomics and antitrust policy.' The first part
of the book begins with a very orthodox analysis of the market
system, both in theory and practice. It examines the role of
government in the capitalist system, or laissez faire, which is the
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term the authors use. The interesting first chapter discusses the
increasing participation of the federal government in the economic life of the United States.
It is very surprising that the authors analyze the role of
the state solely as provider of the legal framework for the
operation of the price system. An analysis of the Keynesian
premise that government interference is necessary in issues
where the market system is unable to help is nowhere to be
found. Of course, the authors examine both the monopoly and
rnonopsony powers that were already abound in the American
economy at that time, 1957. They also refer to the famous works
on monopolistic competition and oligopoly of Joan Robinson,
E. H. Chamberlin, and Paul Sweezy.
Conventional microeconomic theory assumes that the market system provides the best of all possible worlds. Consumers
get exactly what they want and firms produce the maximum
amount of goods, while at the same time they are trying to maximize their profits. The authors are partially challenging the
concept of "profit maximization," but do not really challenge
the rosy picture of the market system and its assumptions. Later
on in life, Papandreou wrote articles and books attacking this
view, and asserted that markets produce neither the best nor
the fairest results for the majority of people in the United States
and elsewhere.
In the second part of the book, Papandreou and Wheeler
present the American antitrust law and evaluate its effectiveness
in maintaining the appropriate competition in the economy. They
present the historical development of the regulation of the competitive process from its beginnings after the Civil War until the
first half of the twentieth century. They make the interesting observation that the most important single statute in the antitrust
field, the Sherman Antitrust Act, was enacted as an appeasement measure and became the law of the land by an almost
unanimous vote because the Republicans were afraid of losing
the West to the Democrats, and the Democrats were concerned
about the possibility of a third "antimonopoly" party.
In 1958, Papandreou reached the peak of his profession
with the publication of an outstanding treatise entitled Economics
As A Science, which he dedicated it to his parents, George and
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Sophia. If economics was his greatest love, mathematics
was a close second bectuse of its power and logic. He believed,
at that time, that "mathematical economics is well on its way
to assuming a significant, if not dominant, role in the training
of economists." 2
With this book, Papandreou came full circle from a young
radical Trotskyist to a mature, full-fledged orthodox economist.
Ten years later, he made another full circle back to that of a
radical political economist, where he also excelled. In Economics
As A Science, he attempts to examine the "economist" as a
"scientist" by taking stock of the successes and failures of the
profession, identifying its relationship with other disciplines, and
reexamining the scientific methods economists use to solve important issues.
Knowing the ideology to which Papandreou subscribed for
about the last 30 years of his life, it is fascinating, to say the
least, to read his remarks about the science of economics during
his tenure as professor of economics in an American academic
environment.
As he tries to be modest about the objectives that he set out to
analyze in this book, he clearly states that his main objective
is "the elucidation of the methodological nature of comparative
statics." He justifies this objective by making a statement which
he will reject completely ten years later:
Comparative statics is still the basic activity of the
economist as a scientist. It is not only because much of
what we do in economics is, in fact, comparative statics,
but also because comparative statics underlies much of
everything else we do as economists.'
The core of the book contains a heavy use of mathematics,
especially calculus, in order to scientifically explain concepts
such as "element and sets," "extension of the concept of relation and function," "self-contained, sectional and complete
structures," "generic structures and generic solutions," and ends
with a discussion of models versus theories.
In the end, Papandreou admits that "economic theorists
typically construct models, not theories," understanding even
then the limitations of orthodox economics. He states clearly:
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The limitations of current practice must be recognized
openly. If we are engaged in ex post facto explanation, we should be quite ready to say so, rather than
pretend that our "theories" can pass the same tests
that theories of well-developed sciences can pass.'
In examining this relatively small book, the word "socialism" is nowhere to be found, and the economists mentioned are
Paul Samuelson and Milton Friedman rather than Karl Marx
and Paul Sweezy, or even John Maynard Keynes.
The First Return to Greece: The Center of
Planning and Economic Research

In 1959, Papandreou moved with his wife Margaret and
his four children to Athens for a year, because he had received
a Guggenheim and a Fulbright fellowship to study the Greek
economy. This was a fateful year because the then prime minister of Greece, Constantine Karamanlis, impressed by the young
Papandreou's credentials and abilities, invited him to stay in
Greece and establish a center for economic research.
One of the lasting achievements of Papandreou upon his
return to Athens for the first time in almost 20 years, was the
creation of the "Center of Economic Research" in 1959—he
became its first director. The Center's primary aims were to
study scientifically the problems of the Greek economy and
to encourage economic research and cooperation with other
scientific institutions. In 1964, the Center was renamed the
Center of Planning and Economic Research (KEPE), and its
operations were restructured to add the following objectives:
(a) the preparation of short, medium and long-term development plans; (b) the analysis of current developments in the
Greek economy along with appropriate short-term and mediumterm forecasts; and (c) the further education of young economists, particularly in the fields of planning and economic
development.
For almost 40 years, KEPE is one of the most important
think tanks in Greece. It has trained scores of economists—
Andreas G. Papandreou: The Economist
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the best economists of Greece have gone through its doors one
time or another. Papandreou himself invited renowned international economists to participate in the research at KEPE, such
as Gardner Ackley, Benjamin Ward, E. S. Mason, Paul N.
Rosenstein-Rodan, H. B. Chenery, R. Eckaus, R. Westebbe and
Roy Radner.
One of the first things that Papandreou did as director
of KEPE was to publish two books in a period of one year!
The first, appropriately called A Strategy for Greek Economic
Development, became a classic in its field, and proved Papandreou's brilliance as an economist and his intellectual prowess
even to the last non-believers in Greece. The book consisted
of three chapters and an appendix of statistical tables. The first
chapter presented a survey of the main features of the Greek
economy in the 1950s. The second chapter represented an attempt to reduce the problem of planning resource allocation
for economic development to manageable proportions. The last
chapter explored the feasibility of alternative growth paths for
the Greek economy in the decade 1963-1972.
Papandreou dearly indicates that his main reason for
writing this book was his desire to outline alternative growth
plans and to identify the major obstacles which needed to be
overcome in order for Greece to become a full member of the
European Community (EEC). He states clearly:
Greece has recently concluded an association agreement with the European Common Market with the
prospect of full membership some 22 years hence.6 It
is fair to say that, given the terms of the association,
Greece has a small margin of time in which to achieve
the structural transformations needed for survival in
the European Common Market.'
For people who know Andreas Papandreou only as a
leader of PASOK, this quotation could shock them. He was,
undoubtedly, not only in favor of Greek membership in the
EEC, 'but it seems that he did not have even minor objections
at•that time. In all fairness, however, he had some reservations,
forrying that Greece "amy well remain or become a peripheral
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agricultural economy and a tourist resort, incapable of sharing
in the growth rate of its associates.' These remarks clearly
pale in comparison to the attacks that he mounted against the
EEC from 1974 to 1981.
The second chapter of the book, entitled "Planning Resource
Allocation for Economic Development," was originally delivered as a lecture at the Athens Technological Institute (Doxiadis Associates) on May 31, 1962, and was later published as
the first of a lecture series that the Center had undertaken.
The issue of "planning" for economic development was a major
concern for Papandreou in many of his academic writings, and
he contributed immensely to this field. He understood the need,
in undeveloped nations, for intervention by the state in the
overall allocation of resources because of important imperfections of the market economy in such countries—widespread
monopoly, inadequate infrastructure, scarcity of entrepreneurship, and extreme inequality in the distribution of wealth .°
The main thrust of the chapter is the role that private
and public investment can play in the economic development of
less developed nations. His analysis and suggestions were those
of a liberal economist. Nothing in this lecture suggests the
radical political economist of the next decade. On that nice spring
evening in downtown Athens when he delivered his lecture, no
one from the audience suspected his future transformation when
he said, in eloquent English:
It is not enough for the private sector to adopt socially
beneficial investment criteria. Investment possibilities
must be discovered.... Search, discovery, selection,
promotion are critical functions which must be provided for. They are the functions typically associated
with the entrepreneur western-style, the kind of functionary who is in very limited supply in underdeveloped
economies."
In the last chapter of this book, he discusses the alternative growth strategies for the Greek economy and concludes
with an outline of suggestions that future policy makers of the
country ought to include. They were the following:
Andreas G. Papandreou: The Economist

39

1. Entrepreneurial activity must be made available to the
economy on a fairly large scale. This is partly a matter of developing domestic managerial resources and of attracting foreign managerial talent on an interim basis.
2. There is pressing need for streamlining the presently
cumbersome "system" of government regulation of economic
activity. In some sense there is "too much" government on
the Greek economic scene," while there is too little research
and too little planning, and the organizational apparatus for the
execution of the various plans is practically absent.
3. Where the market mechanism, the competitive process,
is allowed to perform the task of resource-allocation the rewards for success should be high—but so should be the penalties
for failure's
4. The allocation of credit by sectors of economic activity
ought to reflect the targets of the program—while the allocation within each sector ought to reflect the contribution of each
project to growth and to the balance of payments.
5. Certain preconceptions which are widely prevalent must
yield ground to up-to-date scientific standards. Promotional investment activity of public and semi-public agencies and of the
leading credit institutions of the land must become sensitive to
the need for feasibility studies which will provide the necessary
backdrop to investment allocation decisions.
6. The need to enhance the export capacity of the economy could easily lead to erroneous decisions. It is essential to
come to understand that an efficient export sector cannot be
grafted upon an inefficient economy.
7. Some reduction of the inequality of regional and personal income distribution, especially through increased social
consumption, must be undertaken at the earliest possible date.
8. Unemployment, open and disguised, is a serious problem for Greece today. If a high rate of growth is maintained
throughout the next decade, to all intents and purposes this
problem will disappear.
9. Improvement in the level and structure of education
is of the most importance. Without early, courageous measures
intended to raise the technical know-how and the general
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level of scientific sophistication of the country, any ambitious
growth program is doomed to failure. 13
These remarks by Papandreou became the Bible for an
entire generation of Greek economists. Twelve years later, however, with the "PASOK Manifesto" of the 3rd of September
1974, he created another radically different bible for the future
of Greece which was espoused by another generation of Greek
economists. Many people have talked about Papandreou's charismatic personality, but his students in the United States and
Canada will never forget his great teaching ability. Andreas
Papandreou combined the attitude of a scholar, a teacher, and a
friend, as well as his capacity to be a a great listener, which made
him a favorite professor to many who had the fortune to be
his student.
The second book Papandreou wrote under the auspices of
the Center of Economic Research was entitled Fundamentals of
Model Construction in Microeconomics. This is a highly technical book which deals with rules for model construction and
uses difficult mathematical notations, and cannot be discussed
in this essay. Perhaps the only interesting thing we should note
about this book is the strange name of its first chapter as
"Chapter 0."
The Years in Exile: The Creation of a Radical
Political Economist

Andreas Papandreou was arrested on April 21, 1967, during the first few hours of the day that colonels imposed its
dictatorship on Greece. Surprisingly he was not executed, and
eight months later he was allowed to leave the country and go into
exile for the second time in his life. He first went to Sweden for
a year, where he was a professor of economics at the University
of Stockholm. He later left for Canada, where he became a
professor of economics at York University in Toronto, staying
there from 1969 until his triumphant return to Athens in the
summer of 1974, after the fall of the Greek dictatorship.
During his time in Canada, Papandreou wrote his most
important book, completing it at the end of 1971. After struggling
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for a while over an appropriate title, he finally settled on
Paternalistic Capitalism. The book was published by the University of Minnesota Press; it received great praise and was
used as a textbook for political economy courses in many departments of economics at university campuses all over North
America.
In the preface of the book, Papandreou admits that over a
period of time he realized that his training as an economist
was very inadequate in giving him "even a reasonable understanding of the realities of the power structure that dominate
life in the contemporary society of the West?" 14 In Paternalistic
Capitalism he would attempt "to sketch a rough outline of the
basic economic, social, and political dynamic of contemporary
capitalism." 15
This book represents not only Papandreou's official break
with orthodox economics and his first work as a radical political
economist, but also his last major contribution to the discipline
of economics. Two years later, he returned to Greece, and economics lost one of its brightest and more interesting voices.
When he became a professional politician, Papandreou was
not able to make any further substantial contributions to the
field of economics.
In the introductory chapter of the book, he goes directly
to the heart of the matter when he states, "I shall argue in this
book that the prevalent interpretation, analysis, and evaluation
of contemporary capitalism is ideologically biased.' Although
the book consists of only 190 pages, Andreas Papandreou masterfully presents and analyzes the limitations and shortcomings
of contemporary capitalist economy, and presents a new synthesis and interpretation of American capitalism. He cites the
neo-Marxist argument of Baran and Sweezy but differs with
them in a major way since he does not believe that the contemporary capitalist economy is basically a market economy! This
position is the central theme of his book.
Papandreou understood the contribution of the great economist John Maynard Keynes, but he also understood that Keynesian economics did not challenge the foundation of the orthodox doctrine and policy, since it did not question the fundamental
role of the market in allocating scarce resources. Keynes had
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understood the shortcomings of the market mechanism and
that governments should intervene in the economic system in
order to lower unemployment and inflation rates,. but Papandreou believed that this role of government was only corrective
in nature and "not much more important than that, say, assigned to a thermostat set to maintain a constant temperature"
Papandreou knew that capitalism cannot provide satisfactory
answers to questions relating to one of the most critical issues
in the field of political economy, namely that of the distribution of income and wealth. The crucial questions are those surrounding the concentration of ownership, wealth, and power in
capitalist societies. There is an enormous body of sophisticated literature criticizing neoclassical profit and capital theories. The
most basic criticism is that the neoclassicals ignore institutions and
class relations, thus confusing the productivity of capital with the
productivity of capitalists. 18
Papandreou explained that social institutions (social structures) are intimately linked to patterns of distribution of wealth.
He was very explicit in his feelings about the position that
orthodox economists have taken on issues of distributive justice.
He states:
Economists, in describing a market economy, assume
in general, implicitly or explicitly, a set of social institutions which are identified with market capitalism.
It goes without saying that radical redistribution policieS
would tend to come in conflict with the very institutional basis of market capitalism. Thus, it is obvious
that the market capitalism cannot accommodate all
patterns of distribution of wealth. The silence of economists on those matters, side by side with their assertion of neutrality vis-à-vis "ethical" problems, is
a striking example of ideological bias. 19
When reviewing existing literature on the critique of
the capitalist system, Papandreou asserts that two books stand
out as classics. The first one is Monopoly Capital by Baran
and Sweezy, and the second is The New Industrial State by John
Kenneth Galbraith. Papandreou knew these three economists
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personally and admired their work. Paul Sweezy was his professor
at Harvard, and John Kenneth Galbraith, during the first months
of the Greek dictatorship, intervened on behalf of Papandreou
with the President of the United States Lyndon B. Johnson.
Both in public and private conversations with colleagues,
Papandreou always held in the highest esteem the work of Baran
and Sweezy. In the economics profession, Monopoly Capital is
considered the most important of the Marxian approach to
economic analysis; Papandreou has devoted an entire chapter
on the neo-Marxist view of the capitalist metropolis. He is
very supportive of Baran's and Sweezy's explanations on how
monopoly capitalism operates, and remarks:
The capitalist class under conditions of monopoly
capitalism is no longer hostile to an important and
expanding role of government. Keynesian in spirit, it
welcomes a large and increasing government budget,
and (temporary) budgetary deficits as well. And this
because it has come to recognize the need for government's intervention in maintaining the high and growing level of effective demand so necessary in absorbing the torrential output of the system."
Turning his attention to Galbraith's book, The New
Industrial State, Papandreou views the author as both a critic
and an apologist of contemporary American society. In the
heart of the industrial system is the modern corporate conglomerate, and Papandreou believes that "Galbraith has much to
offer in relation to the goals of the industrial system and its
framework, the industrial state." 21
Papandreou disagrees with Galbraith's assertion, however,
that the size of the American corporation has been an inevitable
historical necessity arising from the needs of modern technology
and industrial planning. He also takes exception to the word
"planning" as it is used in The New Industrial State and declares:
Planning is rational behavior in a temporal context.
Obviously it presupposes the existence of a planner, a
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decisionmaker engaged in rational or systematic cornporal search or pursuit of an acceptable or optimal
state of affairs. Thus, to argue that the modern corporate giant engages in planning is to argue no more
than that it behaves in a rational manner. And surely,
it would not be necessary to invoke modern technology
in order to establish the necessity for planning in the
modern industrial unit. Clearly, Galbraith must have
something else in mind than just that the large modern
corporation acts rationally."
Irrespective of these arguments, Papandreou understood
the importance of both Monopoly Capital and The New
Industrial State which became classics in the field of economics
in the 1960s and provided for the birth of a new generation of
institutionalist and neo-Marxist economists to which Papandreou
himself belonged.
In the chapter entitled "The State," Papandreou attempts
to make a distinction between market capitalism and paternalistic capitalism by asserting that the state, under the former
has a limited role in providing the legal framework for its operations. Under the latter, however, it relies on the social regulation
of aggregate demand, "since the modern corporations cannot
guarantee through their actions that the flow of aggregate demand will be adequate to the task of removing from the market
their planned output at the controlled prices. Thus, the state in
paternalistic capitalism has become a cog in the process of private
planning by the corporate establishment"'
The last chapter of Paternalistic Capitalism is concerned
with social planning, and Papandreou argues that society's choice
is not between planning and no planning, but rather it is in what
kind of planned society will be established. He distinguishes three
types of planning: "social management," "development planning," and "organizational design." He points out that although in democracies the planners are accountable to the
people, it did not follow that their plans reflect the values and
aspirations of the people.
This book represents Andreas Papandreou's major contribution as a political economist. Ten years after he wrote Paternalistic
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Capitalism, he became prime minister of Greece, and had the
chance to implement what he preached.
The Second Return to Greece: Preparing for Power

On a warm Athenian night on Friday, August 16, 1974,
Andreas George Papandreou returned for the last time to his
homeland. Seven years later, he would become the prime minister
of Greece, and 22 years later, his great but controversial life
would be over.
On that first night back on Greek soil, thousands of people
from every walk of life came to the airport to welcome him.
He was visibly moved and, in a very short speech, said:
The Greek people have chosen their journey. We will
advance in our struggle for our national independence
without conditions. We will advance without compromises, freed from every complex of fear, in the consolidation of unbound popular sovereignty and social
liberation. This is the struggle, a difficult and uphill
struggle that is envisioned for the Greek people. And
in this struggle, I have come to contribute on their
side."
A couple of weeks later, on the afternoon of September 3rd,
1974, with Constantine Simitis seated on his left, in a press conference at the King George Hotel, Papandreou announced
the creation of the Panhellenic Socialist Movement. At that
date, no one suspected that PASOK would become the most
significant political movement of Greece in the last quarter of
the twentieth century, when he proclaimed:
We are announcing today the inauguration of a new
political movement, a movement which we believe
represents the desires of and needs of the average
Greek: the farmer, the worker, the craftsman, the
salaried worker, and our courageous and enlightened
youth. The movement belongs to them, and we will
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call on every exploited Greek to strengthen our ranks,
to form cadres and participate •in the molding of the
movement in order to promote our national independence, popular sovereignty, social liberation, and democracy in all phases of public life.'

The "Third of September" proclamation became the bible
of the PASOK movement and is its most radical docuthent to
date. Although • its main ideological positions were not implemented when PASOK came to power in 1981, it remained
the main point of reference of the movement until PASOK
came to power for the second time at the end of 1993.
Some people are of the impression that this proclamation
was a lengthy and complicated document, when in fact it was
only nine pages long. It set forth 12 major specific goals; the ones
relating to the discipline of economics were the following:
1. The right of employment for all citizens, men and
women, is established constitutionally.
2. Trade unionism is freed of dependence on the economic oligarchy and the guardianship of the state.
3. Greece withdraws from the military, political and economic alliances which undermine our national independence and
the sovereign right of the Greek people to plan by itself the
social, economic, political, and cultural course of the country.
4. The international contracts and agreements which have
led Greece to an economic, political, and military dependence on
the monopolistic establishment of the West and particularly of
American imperialism are annulled.
5. The pursuit of social liberation of the Greek working
people.
The proclamation explains that this last goal could be
realized, if, among other •things, a future socialist government
could achieve:
a. the socialization of the financial system.
b. the decentralization of the economy and the control of
productive units by self-managed workers.
c. the systematic and progressive closing of the gap beAndreas G. Papandreou: The Economist
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tween the lowest and highest incomes, by region and
by function?°
Looking back at the period that PASOK governed the
country from 1981 to 1989, we can easily see that only one of
the above goals was partially achieved: the improvement in the
distribution of income and wealth.
Papandreou's emphasis on structural changes, however, was
of permanent importance for the future development of both
Greek economy and society. These structural changes in a broad
manner entailed issues of decentralization, self-management, and
socialization. It was clear that when PASOK would come to
power, structural changes would be of paramount importance,
and would, in fact, be the cornerstone of its economic policy.
A few months before PASOK came to power, its famous
declaration, "The Contract with the People," was composed,
stating:
The crisis is structural. The impasse of the Right cannot be avoided, since in order to take the economy out
of the crisis it would have to challenge those structures which are also the structures of its power, to
strike at those interests which it has promised to defend
and serve. 21
Therefore, PASOK's alternative economic strategy was not
a tool of modernizing the economy but rather a policy which
intended the transformation of economic power.°
As Andreas Papandreou came closer to power towards the
end of the 1970s, he realized that his leftist economic slogans
could not be applied to the 1980s. However, there is one great
slogan he used until his death; one that had touched a sensitive
chord in the soul of the Greek people: Allaghi (Change).
The absence of a strong social democratic tradition in
Greece obviously helped Papandreou create a relatively radical
socialist movement. During the first years of PASOK in power,
Papandreou epitomized the new type of socialist leader since,
"as an intellectual from an academic background, he saw in
PASOK a vital source of new ideas for Greek development, a
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party freed from conventional social-democratic attachment to
Keynesian type reform?' However, when Papandreou became
the first socialist prime minister of postwar Greece and his
social experiment did not work, he reverted to old-fashioned
Keynesian reform.
The two most divisive issues in PASOK's ranks during
the first few years of its existence, were Papandreou's disdain
for social democracy and the European Economic Community;
they were the main reason that many progressive citizens were
alienated and never became members or even followers of
PASOK.
In one of his first speeches as leader of the Panhellenic
Socialist Movement, Andreas Papandreou rejected any affiliation with the social democratic movement. He said specifically:
We are not social democrats. But you will ask me: 'What
is the difference? Isn't this really just playing with
words? 'Whether we socialize Onassis or whether we
socialize something in addition. Over such matters
will we raise an issue of principle and say that we
are not social democrats ? This is exactly what requires
a few words. The difference between social democracy
and socialism is a qualitative and not a quantitative
one. It is like black and white. Social democracy must
be judged not by its proclamations. It must be judged
by its action's. What are its actions ? It has supported
monopoly capital, monopoly capitalism, in Western
Europe. And it is essentially capitalism revised, revitalized, and made presentable so that monopoly capital
can pass into its new phase.'
It was a great performance by a great political economist,
still remembered by many people who had attended that meeting. But fifteen years later, when Papandreou was no longer
in power, during a meeting of the Socialist International in
Cairo, May 1990, he himself applied on behalf of PASOK
to become a member of the same Socialist International. Apparently, as Papandreou put it, the Socialist International had
moved from the "paternal stage of capitalism" to "an upAndreas G. Papandreou: The Economist
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graded role in international solidarity, of support for the struggles
of the peoples of the world, for freedom, democracy, and social
justice."" Undoubtedly, history has shown that "if PASOK
had not been created by Andreas Papandreou, it should have
been invented. Although it did not start as a social democratic
party but as .a radical socialist one, it has made a great contribution to Greek society and filled a vacuum in the spectrum
of Greek politics between the conservative forces and the dogmatic and traditional left."'
Papandreou's "third road to socialism" was a brilliant
strategy that placed PASOK between the social democratic movement and the traditional communist ideology. This "third road"
was nothing more than what Papandreou called non-dogmatic
Marxism." He followed the political economy tradition which
integrates political and economic analysis. He believed that
orthodox economics was unable to confront such questions as
the ways and means that the distribution of income, wealth, and
power are derived in capitalist societies.
Papandreou understood the arguments of Oscar Lange that
capitalist economy is not the same as market economy, and
that Marxism offers a political economy approach that takes
into consideration the social relations underlying the economic
system. But also understood the important and essential relationship between democracy and socialism, and always rejected
the Stalinist model.
We should turn our attention now to the second divisive
issue in the ranks of PASOK, that of the European Economic
Community. Upon his return to Greece, Papandreou was openly
hostile to the relationship of the country with the Community,
and this was perhaps one of the two major mistakes of his
political career."
Papandreou's main reason for opposing the Community at
that time was his belief that full membership in the then Common Market simply meant the transfer of national sovereignty
to foreign centers of crucial matters related to the national economy. He also felt that Greece would have been obliged to
operate under the mechanisms of the capitalist system and
policies of dependency. That is why the "Contract with the
People" stated:
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The Government of PASOK will request, in accordance
with constitutional procedures, the carrying out of a
referendum, in order for the People to decide freely,
after an objective and complete acquaintance with the
issues, if it desires the continuation of its integration
or if the interests of the people demand, as we believe,
the establishment of a special agreement with the
Common Market."
Of course, Papandreou knew that this was an irrational
position since the Greek constitution does not allow governments
to carry out referendums. Only the President of the Republic
has his constitutional right and, obviously, then President Constantine Karamanlis had no intention of exercising it. A few
months later, Papandreou became prime minister of Greece for
the first time, and amnesia set in in terms of his anti-European
stand.
The First Economist Prime Minister:
From Theory to Practice

On Sunday, October 18, 1981, PASOK triumphed in the
parliamentary elections, and three days later Andreas Papandreou
was the first ever modern economist to become prime minister
of a country. It was time to go from theory to practice; to use
his great skills as an economist to help his countrymen to a
better future. But he knew from the onset, that once he bore
responsibility for the leadership of his country, he could no longer
afford the mostly radical rhetoric of the last seven years.
When he appeared in the Greek Parliament for the first
time as prime minister on November 22, 1981, to present the
program of his government, Papandreou attempted to take care
of the most thorny issue, that of Greek membership to the
European Community. Papandreou carefully worded his position on the future association of Greece with the Community.
Although he repeated his intention to carry out a referendum
on this matter, he clearly implied that in the forthcoming summit conference the Greek government would bring to the attenAndreas G. Papandreou: The Economist
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Lion of the other member-states the situation and the problems the new Greek government was facing.
That same day, the Greek public had the opportunity to
watch a great political economist in action when he said:
Our basic target is a self-sufficient economic and
social development, using all the productive forces in
combination with a fairer distribution of the national
income and wealth among the various population
groups and in border areas. We seek the gradual reform of the structures of the economy so that the
basic economic choices are made by the society as a
whole.
The strategic sectors of the economy must come
under substantial social control without overlooking
the positive role of private initiative.
The crisis in the capitalist system on a world
scale, with ever4ncreasing unemployment and inflation, intensified international competition, the increase
in the degree of concentration and the monopolistic
structure of many branches, have made the traditional
means of economic policy ineffective . 3°
The government program is usually a long document that
covers all political, economic, social, and cultural aspects that
concern the citizens of a country, but this time, Papandreou
paid more attention to economic issues. In his speech, he not
only explained the present conditions of the economy, but he
enumerated the solutions he was proposing. The most important
ones were:
1. The balanced development of the agricultural sector
by creating an effective participation of farmers in decisionmaking, by the reduction of inequalities within the agricultural
sector, and by raising the financial, social, and cultural levels
of the Greek farmers.
2. The development of small and medium-sized enterprises in order to serve the aims of the more general industrial
and economic policy and give new dimensions to and revive
business activity.
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3. A policy of socialization which is a system of social
control in certain basic key-sectors. This social control would be
achieved either through outright purchase or through the acquisition of a majority shareholding."
4. The government would proceed with radical changes
in structure and functioning of public enterprises because they
function in an uneconomic manner, provide bad quality services, and produce large deficits which foster inflation.
5. The government's aim would be to put the public
finances on a healthy footing, meaning the proper management
of public funds, an increase in the revenues required for the
application of its economic program in combination with a
fairer distribution of the tax burden. 28
6. The government had no intention of discouraging private initiative. On the contrary, it would support it and direct
it towards servicing the national development policy.
7. Foreign investments would be welcome, provided they
contributed to the country's development and concerned truly
productive units with advanced technology. Their financial management had to be transparent and national control assured.
8. An advisory committee would be set up to look into
heavily debt-ridden enterprises and would make its recommendations to the government for the procedures and institutional
adjustments needed. The government would end the inadmissible practice of credit profligacy which was applied so far
and that resulted in heavily debt-ridden enterprises.
The implementation of these policies were handled from
the beginning by Papandreou's economic staff. This represents
one of the most interesting and fascinating aspects of his life.
The leader of the government, an internationally known economist, did not actively participate in the major economic decisions his government was undertaking for the next eight years!
The reason was a simple one and it worked. Papandreou did
not want to be blamed by his party and by the public for any
failures in economic policies; that is the reason that he was
mostly involved in foreign and security affairs. The brilliant
economist began to practice his beloved profession again only
when he returned for the second time to power in 1993. By
Andreas G. Papandreou: The Economist
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that time, however, it was too late since his failing health did
not allow him the rigor of the 1980s.
The Last Years of his Life

Perhaps the saddest years of Papandreou's life were the
years between his defeat in the 1989 election and his return to
power in October of 1993. No one, friend or enemy, thought
that a comeback was possible for Papandreou. But the greatest
statesman of Greece in the second half of the twentieth century
was not finished yet. It is interesting that in his last two
years as prime minister he became more involved in the
economic affairs of the country. He knew that although his
populist economic policies were necessary in the 1980s, they
could be very dangerous in the 1990s; therefore, the economist
prime minister started a new course of economic policies and
developments so that his country would not be left behind
the other member-states of the European Union.
Today, the present PASOK government, under the able
leadership of Constantine Simitis, not only follows the policies
Andreas Papandreou started at the end of 1993, but more importantly understands what Professor Stavros Thomadakis has so
well stated:
The weaknesses and disadvantages of the Greek public
sector come from not only actual economic imbalances
(fiscal deficit, high public debt, inflation), but also
from the shattered reputation of the Greek state as
an economic manager, regulator, and mediator of social
processes. The correctives cannot come simply from net
reductions in the role of the public sector, such as
privatization policies. They must also come, and perhaps with higher priority, from a reform of the whole
nexus of economic relations between state and society.... It is chimeric to think of any solution to
Greece's economic and structural problems without the
reinstatement of the public sector's reputation in the
new competitive era. Reinstatement of reputation or54

JOURNAL OF THE HELLENIC DIASPORA

ni,,ed around a public investment core can also ease
financing problems, since both additional EC funding
and domestic tax revenues can be legitimized in an
investment climate.m

I am certain that if Andreas Papandreou was among us
today, he would approve of this analysis as well as the economic policies of the Simitis government.
As we have already mentioned, Andreas G. Papandreou was
the first economist in the world who became a leader of a nation. He was a phenomenon that appears no more than once
in every generation; his world vision transcended his small
country. Although political activity is not uncommon among
economists, Papandreou's partisanship, together with the refusal
to separate his politics from economics, sets him well apart
from the majority of his more conventional colleagues.
Another famous economist, Joseph Schumpeter, who was
a professor of Papandreou at Harvard University, was once interviewed by the University's newspaper, The Harvard Crimson;
He said that when he was a young man in Vienna, Austria, he
wanted to be "the greatest lover of Vienna, the greatest horseman of Austria, and the greatest economist of the world!' His
pupil, who probably had similar ambitions, never became a
great horseman.
The only politician since Pericles that the people of Greece
referred to only by first name, he will be remembered for the
brilliance of his mind, the compassion of his heart, and his
great political leadership. Today, thanks, to him, Greece belongs
to the Greeks. But for some of -us, he will be always remembered as a great teacher and as the greatest economist of Greece
since the days of Aristotle.
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Modernity, Civil Society and
the Papandreou Legacy
by ADAMANTIA POLLIS

Modernity, emanating from the intellectual thought of the
Enlightenment, was premised on the assumption of progress which
was attainable through secularization, science, technology and
above all the rule of reason. The autonomous, self-directed individual, became the basic social unit as transcendant spiritualism, and communal bonds were abandoned or relegated to the
private sphere. Individualism, the inalienable rights of man,
freedom of choice and the pursuit of self-interest, in other words
liberalism, became the underlying precepts of democratic societies. Democracy in turn evolved into representative government
elected by citizens in which the rights of the minority were protected. By the end of World War II, the vision of liberalism and
modernity contracted and was reconstructed into modernization
and development, both economic and political. Newly independent states scrambled to adopt the developmental models,
proposed by both western and Soviet theorists in order to "catch
up with the West" and hence earn the label modern. Striving for
economic development became the primary goal, relegating liberalism, democracy and human rights to the back burner. Only
recently have human rights and democracy, frequently defined
in procedural terms, returned to the agenda.
Greece, along with Spain and Portugal among other states,
has been situated in the semi-periphery of the world economy.
is Professor of Political Science at the New
School for Social Research and has published extensively on issues
relating to politics in Greece and Cyprus as well as to PASOK; her
most recent articles have focused on the role of religion and the
Church as well as on citizens' and human rights.
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Characteristic of the post-World War II decades, in Greece and
elsewhere, have been repeated efforts to modernize through a
variety of industrialization strategies. Overall they have failed.
While massive social transformations took place after the Greek
Civil War (1946-1949), principally a high rate of urbanization,'
this was not accompanied by the rise of an industrial working
class but instead by a continuing expansion of the bureaucracy,'
and a growth of the tertiary sector. Liberal principles, on the
other hand, were ignored or violated with impunity. The limited
democracy of the 1950s and 60s, justified on the grounds of an
ongoing communist threat, excluded large numbers of leftists
and trade unionists from the political process, denied them civil
rights and frequently deprived them of a livelihood. By the
1960s, fueled by social, political and economic discontent, the
conservative, virulently anti-communist regime was losing legitimacy; demonstrations and cries for freedom and liberty became
widespread. This social discontent alarmed Greece's ruling triumvirate—the monarchy, the military and the United States. As
a consequence, the Greek military intervened and a military junta
assumed power in April 1967 with US's complicity. Although
the direct outcome of domestic and international Cold War dynamics, military rule was rooted in a historical legacy of political
and societal authoritarianism, the absence of liberalism, and the
exclusivity of Greek national identity within a Cold War context.
The military rulers repudiated both Western democracies
and Soviet communism' with great vigor. Padadopoulos, the
junta's leader, heralded the uniqueness of Greece by proclaiming
the establishment of a "New Democracy," a novel, ostensibly
distinctive Greek ideology that was rooted in the traditional
cultural values of the "helleno-Christian civilization." The
regime, led by Papadopoulos and his cohorts, emanated in part
from an indigenous cultural and historical legacy even though
it was supported by the United States.
The Orthodox Church and its clergy became even more ubiquitous than they had been, while the sexes were segregated in
school, and miniskirts were prohibited, as was long hair for boys.
Political opponents and dissidents were arbitrarily imprisoned
and frequently tortured. It was a return to a mythical past,
populist and transcendant, but a past that was tainted by the
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junta's efforts to attract foreign investments and develop the
economy. 4 Throughout the post-World War II decades, including

the years of military rule, strategies for industrialization and
promises of the forthcoming millenium abounded. The results
were meager.
The military junta collapsed, or more accurately dissolved,
in July 1974, an event that was precipitated by its abortive attempt to overthrow and assasinate President Makarios of Cyprus.
A Turkish invasion and occupation of northern Cyprus followed,
as did the "'return" of democracy to Greece and its subsequent
consolidation. The 1975 constitution, although severely criticized
for its failure to fully institutionalize democratic precepts, 5 nevertheless laid the foundations for further democratization. The
political regime of the past two decades, particularly beginning
with Papandreou's rule in 1981, has been rightly heralded as
Greece's first real democracy; it has not been encumbered by an
official ideology transcending, and thus violating, democratic
principles. The political restrictions of the past, the claims of
superiority and of ethnic and cultural distinctiveness, abated as
Greece moved closer to the institutional framework and ideological precepts of Western Europe! The Metaxas dictatorship
prior to World War II, the limited democracy of the 1950s
and 60s, and the military rule from 1967-74 were all governed by
repression, despite their varying state ideologies. 'What they all
shared was an obligation to the blind loyalty by the people to
the state and its ideology. The prominence of the state in this
realm has been moderated, at least for the present. Greece, it
is now asserted, as it has been rhetorically in earlier times, has
bequeathed its classical heritage to Western Europe, while modern
Greece shares its democratic tradition, its culture and its values.
Initially, the transition to democracy in Greece had all the
hallmarks of a return to the politics of the pre-junta years. Prejunta political elites negotiated the agreement for replacing the
military rulers and selected the self-exiled Constantine Karamanlis as prime minister until elections could be organized.' In
contrast to the inclusionary process of Portugal's transition to
democratic rule both the left and the trade unionists were
excluded from this process. The main harbinger of significant
change was Greece's entry in 1981 into the then. European
Modernity, Civil Society and the Papandreou Legacy
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Economic Community (European Union) as a full member. Prime
Minister Karamanlis made a convincing argument that membership would shield Greece from future dictatorships, thus overriding the Economic Commission's judgement that Greece was
economically unprepared for membership. 9 Although Karamanlis
forcefully stated that Greece "belongs to the West" the principal
gain expected from EEC membership was that Greece would
be propelled into the contemporary industrial world; 19 the EEC
was viewed as a vehicle to be exploited for Greece's economic
benefit.
The return to politics as usual, however, was challenged
immediately by a social and political upheaval lurking in the
shadows. In 1974 Andreas Papandreou converted his resistance
movement against the military junta, (PAK) , into a new political
party, the Panhellenic Socialist Movement, (PASOK). Not only
was this party's ideology socialist (non-communist and non-social
democratic), but it was to remain, as PAK had been, a movement of all Greeks—in Greece and in the diaspora—dedicated
to a radical multidimensional transformation of the individual,
of the structures of Greek society and of its polity. The dual,
simultaneous roles of party and movement were functionally incompatible and inevitably the movement aspects were overshadowed by the demands of public office within the borders of
a sovereign state. Populist from the outset, the slogan allaghi
(change) became the rallying cry for the mobilization of mass
support. PASOK was to end rule by the privileged few and to
revolutionize traditional clientelist politics, to empower ordinary
Greeks, to decentralize the highly centralized state, to improve
the well-being of ordinary Greeks, to rupture Greece's clientelist
chains to the United States and finally to forge a self-sufficient
industrialized economy. PASOK's electoral support skyrocketed
from 13% in the first post-junta elections to 25% in 1977 and
to a resounding sweeping victory in 1981. Pilloried by political,
financial and personal scandals, the party was defeated in 1989,
only to regain power in 1993. PASOK still governs, although
with the death of Andreas Papandreou in April, 1996, Costas
Simitis, committed to restructuring not only the polity and the
economy but the party itself, became the new prime minister,
a party selection confirmed by the elections of September, 1996.
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Political Community Redefined

The significance of the battle cry allaghi was not in the
specific promised reforms, but in their underlying premise that
Greece would become "modern," that it would transform its
culture, its values—in other words its normative system—to that
of liberalism. The modern Greek state's structures and institutions, particularly under "democratic" rule, bore a superficial
resemblance to those of Western liberal states. But the underlying social fabric, the ethos, the norms and values, were markedly different. Nor had liberal doctrines been internalized. It is
against the ideal of modernity and its liberal manifestation that
Papandreou's allaghi will be considered."
In marked contrast to his revolutionary principles and policies, once in power, particularly beginning in his second term,
Papandreou gradually but dramatically reversed himself both on
foreign policy and domestic issues. What he retained was populism, which sustained him throughout his rule and enabled him
to shift grounds without disaffecting the masses. Gone was the
opposition to membership in the European Union, gone was the
anti-Americanism, the rejection of NATO and the ousting of
U.S. military bases, gone was identification with the non-aligned
movement," gone were the plans for decentralization and local
autonomy, gone was the revamping and rationalization of government bureaucracy and gone were the proposals for redistribution of income. From espousing dependency theory and locating
Greece in the periphery," Papandreou abandoned neo-socialism
and took the initial steps toward a neo-liberalism that was committed to privatizing Greece's vast public sector while encouraging domestic and foreign investment. Institutionally, the boundary
between government and party eroded as party cadres filled an
ever-expanding bureaucracy, from doormen to top edministrators.
Traditional clientelism was reconfigured into party clientelism, a
pattern which New Democracy perpetuated. The state became a
party state and charismatic Papandreou was, and remained until
his death, the largely unchallenged epicenter.
Despite the incontestable reversals, contradictions and, some
would say, betrayal of his principles, Papandreou's legacy is not
solely a trajectory from socialism to neo-liberalism, from parModernity, Civil Society and the Papandreou Legacy
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ticipatory democracy to personalized rule; it is not merely the
saga of the death of an illusion. His greatest accomplishment,
one which is neglected in the critiques of his rule, was a radical
redrawing of the boundaries of the political community. Greeks
previously excluded from political participation because of their
political beliefs were incorporated into the body politic. Political
identity was eliminated as one component of Greekness thereby
resetting not only the boundaries of the political community,
but also those of the Greek nation and hence of Greek national
identity. As far back as the Metaxas era and throughout the
post-World War II decades, to be Greek necessitated, in addition to the classic features of ethnicity, conformity to a political identity as defined by the state. Adherence to the official
ideology, inclusive of the unique superiority of the Greek organic
polity and virulent anti-communism, was a sine qua non for
being a true Greek. Papandreou, by expanding the boundaries
of the Greek polity, by broadening membership and participation
in the political community, inadvertently perhaps, in part, reconceptualized Greek national identity. Although the reforms
were political—a move towards democratization through the
elimination of political criteria as a requisite for Greeknessthe concept of the nation and nationality were subtly altered. The
parameters of national identity no longer incorporated political
orthodoxy.
In a retrospective look at Papandreou's legacy, it may well
be that in the midst of authoritarianism, despite the abandonment of philosophic principles and reversals in policies, Papandreou nevertheless instituted fundamental, hopefully long lasting,
shifts in the underpinnings of the polity. Thus Greece may be
gradually internalizing some of the precepts of a liberal society,
which in turn, as will be discussed below, has impacted the conceptualization of Greece's national identity. Papandreou's reign
can not be adequately probed and evaluated without delving
into his reconstitution of the political system and its implications
for the nation and national identity. In at least one dimension,
Greece may have moved closer to the liberal political philosophers' concept of a political community as one which is bound
together by a social compact: individuals voluntarily joining together to deliberate and to establish the rules of the game."
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Within the context of a democratic society it is not possible to
argue for the primacy of a political organic state to which individuals are subordinate. Papandreou's most lasting legacy will
not be the failed reforms and abandoned institutional restructuring but the recasting of a politically exclusionary state into an
inclusionary one, where all ideologies and divergent viewpoints
and principles legitimately constitute part of the political landscape. This openness and newly acquired accessibility to the
political process for all, regardless of political identity, reflects
the incorporation into Greek political life of one, (but only one),
of the principles of modernity.
The discussion that follows evaluates Papandreou's legacy
in terms of its success and/or failure in bringing about modernity—not modernization—to Greece. Industrialization, economic
development and growth will be overlooked in favor of considering only those issues directly relevant to the precepts of
modernity. It is my contention that Papandreou's rule succeeded
in some spheres and failed in others. His greatest accomplishments were twofold: democratization of the political system
whereby democracy was no longer minimalist and procedural;
and secondly, as a result of reconfiguring political identity,
broadening the parameters of Greekness and Greek national
identity. By making the political arena accessible to all "Greeks",
in marked contrast to previous eras in which political participation was restricted to those who displayed the officially sanctioned political orthodoxy, a more open political community was
affirmed. Democracy became more substansive. Recasting the
political community in turn led to a partial reconstruction of the
concept "Greekness."
To evaluate the extent to which Papandreou created a more
liberal state in the political arena an examination of the relevant
legislation his government enacted and the actions he took is
critical. The initial step towards democratization was taken by
the post-junta Karamanlis government when it legalized the
Communist Party (KKE). The PASOK government, however,
was the one that undertook concrete actions to incorporate all
Greeks into the political community. Until Papandreou's rule,
EAM fighters against the Nazis during World War II were
labeled leftists and were isolated and marginalized despite their
Modernity, Civil Society and the Papandreou Legacy

65

struggle against the Nazi occupiers. Finally, in 1982, nearly
fifty years after the Nazi occupation of Greece, legislation was
enacted recognizing the national resistance, including EAM. 15
This law, which came into force in November 1982, was followed in 1983 by a ministerial decree, and later, in 1985, by
legislative action, which enabled political refugees who had fled
to Eastern Europe and the Soviet Union during and after the
Civil War, thereby loosing their citizenship, to return to Greece
and reclaim their citizenship and their property rights." Furthermore, the notorious "certificate of civic virtue," which persons
obtained from the local police, attesting to his/her political
credentials and a requirement for public and some private employment, was abolished, as were other surveillance measures. This
complex of measures during Papandreou's rule solidified the
establishment of a more open community.
Papandreou's policies, it has been argued above, succeeded
in instilling the precepts of liberalism and modernity by broadening the political community and legitimizing dissent. But, in
part, this is illusory. A deeper probe reveals that other basic
tenets of a liberal society, historically lacking in modern Greece,
were further attenuated by Papandreou's political practices. Civil
society is the 'benchmark of a liberal democratic state. The
absence both of the concept and the empirical reality of civil
society in Greece is reflected in the fact that the Greek language,
until recently, had no term for civil society. 17 While a multiplicity of interest groups exist, on the whole they have been
used by the state as vehicles for the implementation of state
policy, by controlling for example farmers' and workers' organizations.' Papandreou did not attempt to rectify this situation.
In fact, Papandreou's authoritarianism, his merger of state and
party, party clientelism, and extensive regulatory legislation resulted in the loss of the little autonomy interest groups had
exercised.' Furthermore, the "partyfication" of the state was
paralleled in the interest groups themselves. They became arenas
for inter-party conflict. Discourse on policies and strategies was
replaced by feuding leaders vying for power and aligned with
one or another political party. With PASOK in power, and the
state a party state, the outcome was the further penetration
and control of interest groups by the state; they became party
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instruments articulating not group interests but those of the
party state.
In sum, while Papandreou liberalized and broadened the
political community, he failed to encourage or even facilitate the
emergence of a civil society. 19a Quite the contrary, he retained the
traditional centrality of the state, transformed it into a party
state, expanded its penetration throughout society and reinforced
its patriarchal features. Although the state no longer espoused
an official ideology, through the ruling party which controlled
its structures it was omnipresent and, through its clientelist network, the dispenser of goods and services. Philosophically, the
state qua state was Hegelian, as it had been for decades, needing
no rationale for its existence other than itself; it was a supreme
being possessed of a superordinate essence. Looked at from the
perspective of modernity, Papandreou's accomplishments, significant in recasting the political community, were nevertheless
severely flawed; they did not adhere to the multiple tenets
of liberalism.
Before scrutinizing other aspects of Papandreou's legacy that
are are pertinent to modernity, the claim made earlier that the redefinition of the political community had an indirect impact on the
Greek conceptualization of the nation and nationality necessitates further elaboration. The linkages between the process of
democratization which Papandreou instituted and the resultant
shift in the Greek notion of national identity are not immediately apparent. Like all Balkan states, the legitimacy of the Greek
state has rested on ethnic nationalism, on the belief that a
presumed ethnic homogeneity legitimates a sovereign nationstate. Ethnicity, 2 ° nationality and nation (ethnos) constitute an
organic entity which in turn is embodied in the state. Ethnic
nationalisms, it should be noted, diverge from the civic nationalisms characteristic of Western Europe. 2 ' The latter's underlying
principles emanate from the liberal doctrine of individuals joining together in a social compact to establish a political society.
The legitimacy of civic nationalism is grounded in citizenship,
common institutions and a shared history, not on a mythological contention of primordial roots harking back to the distant
past. As will be argued below, the Greek concept of an organic
Modernity, Civil Society and the Papandreou Legacy
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ethnic nation in itself leads to violations of liberal precepts.
Compounding this has been the fact that ethnicity in modern
Greece has also had a political component until recently.
The constituent elements of Greek ethnicity and national
identity are language, Greek Orthodoxy and a shared cultural
and historical legacy which merges albeit with tension, classical
Greece and Byzantium. Any person who does not possess all
these attributes is not "Greek" even though he/she may be a
citizen whose ancestors date back to antiquity. This formulation
of the concept of "Greekness," while accurate, ignores one critical dimension of national identity which has been central throughout most of Greece's modern history; namely political identity.
The embodiment of the nation in the state provided the state
with the leverage to articulate the political dimensions of nationhood. Hence political identity was integrated into and merged
with national identity. At the time of the establishment of the
modern state in 1830, the state, aided by nationalist ideologues,
constructed Greek ethnicity, nationality and the premises of
Greek nationalism .° Shortly thereafter, political identity, as defined by the state once again, was added to the three central
elements of ethnic and national identity.
Ioarmis Metaxas in the 1930s, the right-wing governing elites
in the 1950s and 1960s and Papadopoulos during the military
junta, all considered as Greeks only those who adhered loyally to
the prevailing political ideology. In order to be "Greek" the defining features have not only been language, religion and culture, but
politics as well. Persons who, in one manner or another, dissented from the official political ideology were marginalized, excluded, or imprisoned. They were not just considered disloyal
Greeks or traitors—they were not Greek since they failed to hail
the glory of the Greek nation as envisaged and projected by the
state. They were frequently labeled British, Russians, Bulgars
or Turks, since no true Greek could fail to recognize and acclaim the greatness and uniqueness of the Greek state/nation
and its overarching political mission.
As a consequence of Papandreou's democratization reforms,
official political criteria as a constituent element of Greekness
were discarded .° In other words, political orthodoxy (ethnikofrosyne), an official right-wing ideology, was no longer one of
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several elements of national identity. Marginalization and exclusion of significant sectors of Greek society ended as all ethnic
Greeks were incorporated into the political process. However, by
retaining all the other ingredients of primordial ethnic nationalism, the marginalization and exclusion of those who were not ethnically Greek continued. Papandreou's reign remained ethnonationalist and as such, those who did not possess the requisite
attributes—language, religion and culture—were not Greek; they
were not an integral part of the Greek nation and thus not
entitled to all the rights accruing to "Greeks." 24 Although the
political community expanded to include those espousing diverse
political ideologies, it did not extend to those not deemed to be
"Greek." Minorities, whether religious or ethnic, even if citizens,
did not and still do not enjoy all the rights that ethnic Greeks
do? The repatriation law for Civil War political exiles, discussed
earlier, did not apply to those who were not of Greek ethnicity
(genos), highlighting the modern Greek state's efforts to construct and enforce an ethnically pure state? Hence, despite democratization Papandreou failed in the project of modernity in that
democratization remained exclusionary by not incorporating the
diverse span of Greece's people; multiculturalism was and remains an alien concept. 27
The persistence of the ethnonational state has not only restricted the rights of minorities, but it has had a negative impact
on the rights of ethnic Greeks themselves. Despite democratic
dialogue, the unchallenged "givens" of the Greek nation do not
allow for a discourse on the premises of Greek nationhood.
Casting doubt on the historical continuity of Greece from antiquity to the present, deglorifying Alexander the Great, questioning the ethnic homogeneity of Greece (except for the Muslims/
Turks), or its authenticity, and contending that the Greek nation
and national identity are a mythological construction are all
proscribed. Political controversy is rampant and highly contentious in Greece, but political discourse does not extend to issues
of national identity and nationalism. The "givens" of the nation
can not be subjected to scrutiny. Violations of these taboos can
and do have consequences for the individual. Since freedom of
speech and communication is circumscribed and restricted with
regard to nationhood, any person exercising these rights vis-ii-vis
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the proscribed issues is subject to sanctions. Charges may be
brought against the individual when his/her actions, by challenging the "givens" are perceived as threatening the integrity of
the nation.
In democratic states, foreign policy and controversy over the
substance of national interest are subject to discussion and criticism. In ethnonational states such as Greece, a core of issues
revolving around the "integrity" of the nation can not be subjected to dialogue or disputation. Hence foreign policy debate
is severely constrained and restricted to strategy and tactics. A
recent dramatic example attesting to the continuing power of
nationalism and its negative repercussion on individual freedoms
erupted in 1992. The declaration of independence by the former
Macedonian republic of federal Yugoslavia and its stated intention to name itself the Republic of Macedonia aroused nationalist passions throughout Greece. It was claimed that the name
Macedonia was part of Greece's historical legacy and could not
be appropriated by others.' The reaction of all political parties,
with the partial exception of the left-wing Sinaspismos (Coalition) and to a lesser extent the KKE, was the vociferous rejection of the name Republic of Macedonia and the support
and mobilization of the populace and mass demonstrations.
Naming another political entity Macedonia challenged the integrity of the Greek nation. A highly charged emotional issue,
its significance was primarily symbolic; Greece had no apparent
intention of invading and conquering Yugoslav Macedonia. No
rational discourse took place either among or within the political
parties, or among foreign policy experts or intellectuals. Those
who opposed this mobilization of nationalist sentiment on the
whole were intimidated into silence; a form of self-censorship.
The few courageous souls who spoke out were often faced with
charges ranging from endangering a vital national interest or the
security of Greece to disseminating false information." Interestingly, as the political leadership began to exhibit signs of
greater pragmatism and mass hysteria abated, attention being
diverted toward Turkey, voices began to be heard questioning
the official policy toward Macedonia.
Constantine Mitsotakis was prime minister at the time of
the outbreak of the Macedonian issue. Papandreou, while in the
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opposition, made ardent nationalist pronouncements, and with his
return to power in 1993 he positioned himself as being more
hard line than Mitsotakis. Disputes among the parties were
not over national goals but over the most effective strategy of
gaining European Union, NATO and United States support for
Greece's irrational position. Once again, from the perspective
of liberal doctrine, Papandreou's legacy was one of reinforcing
the notion of the supremacy and inviolability of an organic
ethnic state. The nation was transcendant and its symbolic essence was inviolable. Given Papandreou's charisma and his populism, despite his deteriorating health, he could have taken steps
mitigating militant nationalism and setting a process in motion
which in time could have led to a diminution in the psychological power of ethnic nationalism. A dialogue could have been
initiated as to the nature of Greekness.
Secularism, Modernity and Papandreou

Secularism is fundamental to modernity. Mysticism and
transcendant spiritualism, particularly strong in Eastern Orthodox
theology, are not compatible with rationality and science. Nor
can they serve as the foundations of the "neutral" modern state.
Those modern nation-states that adhere to the tenets of modernity
relegate religion and its institutions to the private sphere. In
Western Europe, pressure for the separation of Church and state
and the appropriation of Church properties culminated in the
French Revolution which consolidated and institutionalized secularism in the public sphere. But in other revolutions and movements for independence and sovereignty, particularly in the late
19th and early 20th centuries, religion was an essential component of the newly constructed "imagined community," and the
national Church was foremost in agitating for independence.
There were no demands for the separation of Church and state
or for restrictions on the power of the Church. Such has been the
case with Greece.
Modern Greece has never been a secular state. Since the
founding of Greece, following a centuries-old tradition, a symbiotic relationship has existed between Church and state. FurtherModernity, Civil Society and the Papandreou Legacy
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more, Greek Orthodoxy's centrality to Greek national identity
has been successfully exploited by the institutional Church to
maintain its power and authority. The Greek Orthodox Church
is not only a symbol of Greekness, but a powerful institution
which on the one hand receives financial support and numerous
prerogatives from the state and on the other is subject to administrative regulation by the state, including direct intervention
in the appointment of the Archbishop. There has not been nor
is there now separation of Church and state. Religion, specifically Greek Orthodoxy, has not been relegated to the private
sphere but remains a public religion and a public institution.
The designation itself, Greek Orthodoxy, betrays the congruence
of the nation with religion. This construction of Greek national
identity, as with other Balkan ethnic states, by incorporating
religion into ethnicity belies the onstensible ecumenical claims of
Orthodoxy." Moreover, non-Orthodox, even if of other Christian
sects, even if their ancestors resided in the territory of Greece
since B.C., as have the Romaniot Jews spread throughout Greece
including Athens, 31 even if their language and culture is Greek,
they were and remain the "other."
Papandreou's attempt to separate church and state failed.
In addition to his charisma and populism, over the years Papandreou retained and accumulated greater power by relying increasingly on accomodation and compromise with the traditional
centers of power." And the Church was powerful, both institutionally and symbolically; it embodied the Greek nation and
was of the essence of Greekness." In the early years of the
PASOK government it won some significant battles with the
Church which portended a forthcoming major confrontation over
the de-establishment of the Church. But this did not materialize.
Nevertheless, during PASOK's first term legislative measures
opposed by the Church were successfully enacted. Papandreou's
successes must be seen in the context of the fact that the Orthodox Church, in marked contrast to the Catholic Church, does
not take strong stands on social issues, while on issues of
morality it has been more flexible since man is seen as innately
flawed and sin is to be forgiven." This absence of theological
dogmatism facilitated reform of the family law.
The conflictual issues between church and state during Pa72
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pandreou's rule were not over morality or theology; they were
over power, privilege and wealth. In the realm of social policy,
of utmost significance was the enactment of a progressive new
family law in 1983. Prodded by the women's movement that
gained strength after the collapse of the military junta, by Papandreou's militant (then) wife Margaret, and by membership in the
European Community, this legislation provided women with equal
legal rights with men for the first time.' It was intended to demolish the traditional patriarchal family. The dowry was abolished, women's testimony was to carry equal weight to that of
men's, family matters were to be the joint responsibility of the husband and wife, and civil marriage was legally recognized.' While
the Church was opposed to all these reforms providing for gender
equality, its most vociferous, virulent opposition was over the
legalization of civil marriage and intermarriage among those of
different faiths. Not only did civil marriage dilute the purity of
Greek national identity but it diminished the Church's authority
and its financial resources.' Papandreou made a partial concession to the Church whereby both civil and religious marriage
were to be considered legal. Nevertheless, despite the Church's
opposition to the legalization of abortion this was enacted at the
beginning of Papandreou's second term in office.'
The most radical of all proposed reforms was the draft
legislation, submitted to the Vouli in 1985," whose provisions
were major steps in the direction of the de-establishment of the
Church and hence to a secular state. Disassociation of Church
and state, in light of Greek nationalist ideology and the embodiment of the nation in the state would have been formidable.
Despite his early advocacy of separation of Church And state,
Papandreou did not tamper with the nexus between Orthodoxy
and the Greek nation. He attempted to draw a distinction between state and nation, potentially eroding the presumed embodiment of the nation in the state. In so doing he placed himself in an ambiguous if not contradictory position. The resulting paradox is apparent in the Greek identity cards, issued by
state authorities, on which an individual must specify his/her
religion. A legislative proposal in 1993 whereby specifying religious affiliation on identity cards would have been optional
was defeated by the Vouli in April 1993, despite pressure from
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the member-states of the European Union and domestic opposition. Papandreou, who at the time was not in power, initially
supported the amendment, but he quickly acquiesced to massive
Church pressure. He returned to power a few months later but
the issue remained mute.
The focus of the 1985 bill leading to separation of Church
and state was the expropriation of monastic property in rural areas
for redistribution to peasant farmers. Subsequent revisions in the
draft law in 1987 expanded the properties subject to takeover
by including urban church property. Furthermore, the draft law
included provisions for a major reorganization of the administrative structures of the Church with the intent of democratizing it, reducing the power of the hierarchy, and increasing
the authority of lower church bodies and the laity. As stated
earlier, by the time of Papandreou's second term in office his
goal of deep-rooted restructuring of the Greek state and society
had been abandoned. Accommodation with powerful institutions
such as the Church was now perceived by him as a matter of
political expediency. In the midst of the Vouli's discussion of the
1985 bill Papandreou held secret meetings with Archbishop Seraphim from which even the minister of education and religion
was excluded." He agreed to abandon all efforts to restructure
the Church's administration and he diluded the provisions providing for the expropriation of Church properties. After Papandreou
returned to power in 1993, another effort was made in the Vouli
to consider a bill providing for separation of Church and state.
No action was taken and it will have to be tabled again following
the elections in September 1996. In sum, in the realm of secularization, as in other areas, Papandreou reversed himself in the
course of his second term of office; the nexus between state and
church was retained.
Conclusion

In recent years a few scholars, primarily from Asia and
Africa, have begun questioning the project of modernity. These
critiques however are irrelevant for Greece; no meaningful challenges have been mounted to modernity either at the elite level
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or among ordinary Greeks. While Greeks frequently assert that
they are different, this is attributed to Greece's lagging economic
development, "national character" or idiosyncracies. 'While there
is a strain in Greek political culture in which anti-Westernism
and traditionalism is deeply imbedded, a strain embodied in the
Orthodox Church, it does not represent the Greeks' self-perception. 41 Over all, Greeks do not question their modernity. After
all it was Athenian democracy they claim that laid the foundation for modern civilization. Judging the Papandreou legacy
from the prism of modernity, particularly in light of his rhetorical commitment to modernity, is appropriate. The paradigm of
modernity provides the context for the values and ideology that
Greeks assert and which Papandreou symbolized.
A multiplicity of factors account for the fact that Greece
has failed to achieve modernity. Papandreou ruled within a
context of structural constaints to the revolutionary transformation that he initially articulated with great fervor. Modern Greece
had not experienced the radical socioeconomic changes that had
taken place in Western Europe, nor, with the exception of a few
Western trained intellectuals, had it internalized or been exposed
to the notions of the Enlightenment. Industrialization efforts
have failed while urbanization has not been the outcome of
demands for an industrial labor force. Furthermore, Greece's
role throughout its modern history, until recently, was as a client
of one or another foreign power, which severely limited its
autonomy. The failure to modernize, in turn, resulted in the
perseverance of traditional cultural patters and behavioral norms,
albeit in somewhat modified form. Even modern political clientelism has its roots in village life where the village elder, possessed of more resources and authority than the lower peasant,
was the latter's patron in exchange for his loyalty and subservience. It was within these political and socioeconomic parameters
that Papandreou endeavored to revolutionize Greece.
Nevertheless, the conditions of Papandreou's rise to power,
in conjunction with his revolutionary ideals for the multileveled
transformation of Greece, despite the structural constraints,
could not have been more propitious. Change was not a PASOK
slogan. It resonated among the Greek populace, thirsty for a
better life and for greater control over both their individual and
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collective destiny. Authoritarianism, in the form of military rule
or dictatorship, had been repudiated, and support for a new beginning, particularly under the mantle of a charismatic leader,
was widespread. Unfortunately, Papandreou's personality, his intolerance of divergent opinions or advice contrary to his current
views, and his drive for power at any price contributed to the
collapse of the revolutionary vision. Although he retained his
charisma throughout, the zeal of his early years in office were
subverted by his enigmatic personality and his drive for power
leading to accommodation with traditional centers of power, and
to a style of rule that perpetuated traditional, non-modern cultural patterns.
His most significant contribution, I have argued, was the
democratization of the polity by broadening political participation to include previously excluded sectors of the population. But
Papandreou's authoritarianism and vast clientelist network undermined democratic principles. Civil society did not evolve and
meritocracy was not highly valued. By retaining the nexus between Orthodoxy and the nation, the rights of religious minorities continued to be restricted as were the rights of ethnic minorities who by definition were not an integral part of the Greek
nation. Moreover, the underlying precepts of Greek national
identity and Greek nationalism were not and could not be challenged without severe repercussions. Leaving rhetoric aside, Papandreou's substantive accomplishments in the direction of modernity were limited; individual rights did not become universal
and a secular state did not come about.
The elections of September 1996 have ended a flamboyant
era of Greek politics, full of charisma and populism. PASOK
swept to electoral victory again, but under the leadership of
Costas Simitis, a non-charismatic figure known for his moderation and competence :la Contrary to the past electoral behavior,
the voters have placed their trust in a prime minister who is not
an "arhigos" but who possesses authority as the leader of an elected
government. Simultaneously, Miltiades Evert, the former leader of
the conservative party, New Democracy, while not a charismatic
figure had attempted to take over the populist mantle from Papandreou during the election campaign. His defeat may signify,
among other things, a rejection of populism. Furthermore, the
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increased support for the leftist parties in the September elections
may be indicative of an electorate more responsive to programs
and policies than to rhetoric. Significantly, perhaps foreshadowing the future, Sinaspismos held a meeting in which the problems
of minorities were discussed in an open forum. The end of the
Papandreou era heralds the beginning of a new one full of
potential for the emergence of a new political culture and a
meaningful restructuring of Greek politics and society. Hopefully, Greece's weak civil society will be strengthened as Greece
becomes increasingly pluralist. From Weberian charismatic authority as the basis of legitimacy, Greece may be shifting to legalrational authority. And perhaps, within the context of European
Union statutes, norms and values, the exclusivity of ethnic nationalism may be moderated.
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minister makes clear his moderate views on nationalism. Without mentioning Macedonia by name, he argues that the nationalist uprising is
a way of diverting Greece from its real problem, which is economic
modernization.
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Polarization in Greek Politics:
PASOK's First Four Years,
1981-1985
by STATHIS N. KALYVAS

The victory of the Panhellenic Socialist Movement (PASOK)
in 1981 was a crucial test for the young Greek democracy for
at least two reasons. First, this new party, founded only seven
years earlier in 1974, was up to 1977, a "semi-loyal" party
(Diamandouros 1991) critical of the country's new institutions
and of its general orientation. Even after 1977, and up to 1981,
the party remained at best ambivalent about its fundamental
foreign policy intentions. In the context of the Cold War, driving
Greece out of NATO, as the party claimed it would do, was
a prospect fraught with grave dangers for the country's regime.
Second, this was the first instance of democratic alternation of
power. After seven years in power, New Democracy (ND), the
center-right party founded by Constantine Karamanlis, was
soundly defeated. The importance of this can hardly be underestimated, since the legacy of the Civil War still loomed large,
and previous attempts of alternation in the mid-sixties had been
blocked (including by the 1967 military coup). Indeed, PASOK
claimed to represent precisely the political and social groups
whose legitimate representation had been thwarted in the past.
In short, 1981 was clearly going to test the degree to which
the Greek democratic regime was really consolidated.
The 1981 elections took place amid a highly polarized
STATIIIS N. KALYVAS is Assistant Professor of Political Science at the
Department of Politics and the Onassis Center at New York University and is author of The Rise of Christian Democracy in Europe
(Cornell, 1996).
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climate (Mavrogordatos 1983b). Still, many observers expected
that, once the elections were over, the new government would
follow a moderate political strategy (Tsebelis 1984). This
proved a correct assessment as far as policy was concerned:
political rhetoric notwithstanding, Greece remained in the EEC
and NATO and renewed its defense agreement with the United
States, allowing the American military continued operation in
the country. In the economic and social realm, the new government followed a mildly redistributive policy, but refrained from
implementing any radical measures.
In terms of political strategy, PASOK opted for polarization rather than moderation. Indeed, the new government
adopted an openly and consistently confrontational political
strategy. This move appears paradoxical in light of the moderate
policies implemented by the same government. Was polarization
just a matter of inflamed rhetoric dismissable as a mere instance of the idiosyncratic character of Greek politics and the
country's political culture? Or, did it represent a distinct type
of strategy with important political implications ? In this paper,
I argue the latter. I show that what Greece experienced during
the first half of the 1980s was not mere polarizing rhetoric but
an instance of polarized politics, what Perez-Diaz (1993:6)
has described as "the kind of intense and divisive politics one
may refer to by the name of absolute politics." Then, I address
the paradox of polarization in the absence of policy differentiation. Demonstrating that Greek politics were truly polarized
during this period and disaggregating the politics of polarization
into its component parts is both a matter of accurate understanding of a recent and important period of Greek politics, and
an issue with far-reaching theoretical implications: the Greek
case suggests that our understanding of polarization is inadequate
and requires further elaboration.
Polarization in the Greek Context

Our understanding of polarization stems from Giovanni Sartori's (1976) theory of polarized pluralism: the presence of antisystem parties at the opposite ends of the political spectrum and
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the effects of proportional representation produce centrifugal
competition threatening the stability of the regime. This is a
type of party system with features such as ideological extremism,
lack of compromise, and "politics of outbiding" where parties
overpromise" in order to bid support away from each other.
While polarized pluralism results from the interaction of polarization and fragmentation, it is polarization (operationalized
as the ideological distance between parties) which best predicts
the instability of a democratic regime. As (Giacomo) Sani and Sartori (1983:337) have shown, it is "the best single explanatory variable for stable versus unstable, functioning versus non-functioning, successful versus immobile, and easy versus difficult democracy."
While polarization can be operationalized simply as the
ideological distance between parties, it is a multifaceted phenomenon. This is why I proceed by checking one by one Sartori's
(1976:131-145) list of the features of polarized pluralism
against the Greek case (in the 1981-85 period). This list includes the following elements: (1) the presence of antisystem
parties (which undermine the legitimacy of the regime) ; (2)
bilateral oppositions (oppositions that are, in constructive terms,
incompatible) ; (3) the central placement of one party or of a
group of parties; (4) polarization, or the positioning of the
lateral poles literally two poles apart, due to ideological distance;
(5) the prevalence of centrifugal rather than centripetal drives
in the electorate; (6) ideological patterning as a forma mentis
rather than a pragmatic mentality differentiating parties; (7)
the presence of irresponsible oppositions; and (8) the politics
of outbidding.
"

(1) The presence of antisystem parties

Only one relevant Greek party can be classified as antisystem, in the sense of being explicitly opposed to the institutional set-up of the country: the Communist Party (KKE), a
party closely attached to the Soviet Union (Mavrogordatos
1983b). An antisystem party of the far right, the National
Front, won 6.8 percent of the votes in 1977, but disappeared
Polarization in Greek Politics
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before the 1981 elections, and its electorate was absorbed by
ND. None of the two main parties (PASOK and ND) can be
classified as antisystem: they both explicitly adhered to the democratic rules of the game. While PASOK remained, throughout
the 1980s, a charismatic-led populist movement closest to Latin
American than to European social democratic parties (Papadopoulos 1989:67), its government record after 1981 was far
from radical.
(2) Bilateral oppositions

According to Sartori, in a polarized party system oppositions
are mutually exclusive, i.e. they cannot join forces. While Sartori
had in mind multiparty systems where parties of the extreme
left and the extreme right squeeze the center, his argument is
based on the mutual exclusivity of the parties, which is to say the
denial of the legitimacy of the adversary. This is particularly
dangerous—not least because it allows for the ideological definition of the criteria discriminating members from non-members of the polity, a process that facilitates democratic breakdown (Ermakoff 1995:11).
Both PASOK and ND used a "discourse which presented
the social and political space as divided into two opposed fields"
(Lyrintzis 1987:671). They claimed to represent incompatible
political "camps" and made conscious and unrelenting efforts to
undermine the legitimacy of each other. PASOK claimed that
ND stood for authoritarianism, the oligarchy, and foreign
interests which had to be destroyed by the "democratic forces"
represented by PASOK; it frequently accused unnamed ND
politicians of committing economic sabotage against the country;
and made continuous references to the "dustbin of history,"
where the right had supposedly been relegated—the implication being that it could never return to power by legal means.
Andreas Papandreou, the charismatic PASOK leader, described
the European elections of 1984 as "the final confrontation" in
which the Greek people would be called on to choose between
"the past and the future, between progress and regression, between dependence and national independence, between the
,
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Middle Ages of the Right and the regeneration of the Left,"
while PASOK's electroral strategy during the 1985 campaign
was designed around the same theme: elections were not about
mere policy issues, "oranges and tomatoes," as the leading
PASOK strategist put it, but a confrontation between two
worlds (Clogg 1987:108). As an author puts it, for PASOK
"the single enemy was well defined: in the social realm it was
the privileged or 'the Establishment'; in politics it was the
right ; internationally the US, the CIA, NATO, and, at one
time, the EC played this role. In fact the leader's pet project,
whenever he found himself in serious trouble, was that this
should not but be the result of an "international plot" undertaken
by "foreigners" in collaboration with their domestic "servants" or
"apostates" (Pesmatzoglou 1993:109). Such positions fit with
Juan Linz's observation (1978:31) about disloyal oppositions (but
applied here to a party in government) : they "picture their opponents collectively as instruments of outside secret and conspirational groups." In fact, accusations of treason regularly flew
from both sides. It is important to emphasize that these accusations went beyond inflamed rhetoric and constituted a fullfledged electoral strategy. According to Pridham and Verney
(1991 :46 ) :
PASOK's highly successful electoral strategy was based
on the promotion of a new dividing line allegedly
separating the Right from the so-called "democratic
forces." Despite PASOK's "Socialist" title, its self-presentation was essentially as a populist force which was
"non-Right and anti-Right." The Right was depicted as
one and indivisible from the collaborationist Security
Battalions of the Second World War through the Civil
War, the subsequent repressive parliamentary regime
and then the military dictatorship, up to its most recent
reincarnation as New Democracy.

•

PASOK's polarizing discourse was closely matched by ND,
giving rise to party system polarization. The new party leadership under Evangelos Averoff used a discourse directed to
"those party regulars and supporters who remained) viscerally
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attached to the legacy of the Civil War," suggesting that the
party was "retrogressing" (Mavrogordatos 1984:159). Furthermore, ND argued that the ultimate objective of PASOK was to
subvert the democratic regime, while the government was often
referred to as the "junta of PASOK." Indeed, Averoff claimed
that the 1984 elections were "not a conflict between two parties
but between two ways of life" (quoted in Pridham and Verney
1991:48).
Such statements were reproduced and amplified on a daily
basis by the government-controlled electronic media as well as
the press, which was partisan in its entirety. They dominated
the political debate on both the elite and mass level. Far from
being extremist assertions uttered by marginal politicians, they
reflected the essence of the strategy adopted by both parties, a
strategy clearly intended to divide and deepen existing divisions.
(3) The central placement of one party or a group of parties

This feature complements the presence of bilateral oppositions. Evidence can be ambivalent here. On the one hand, the
traditional centrist party (EDIK) was eliminated in the 1981
elections. On the other hand, public opinion data of party placement indicate that PASOK was perceived by the electorate as a
left to center party, with KKE and ND placed laterally, at the
two extremes (Mavrogordatos 1984) . This point is further
developed below.
(4) Polarization, or the positioning of the lateral poles
literally two poles apart, due to ideological distance

Students of Greek politics agree that the party system was
extremely polarized during the first half of the 1980s: they have
classified the Greek party system as a type of limited but polarized pluralism (Mavrogordatos 1984), a type of polarized pluralism (Seferiades 1986), or simply a case of polarized bipartism
(Papadopoulos 1989). Overall, there is general consensus about
the extremely high level of political polarization in Greece
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during the period (Sotiropoulos 1995; Pridham and Verney
1991:45; Featherstone 1990:102; Papadopoulos 1989:61).
Party system polarization is inextricably linked to the rise
of PASOK. The 1981 elections were fought in a dimate of great
polarization, reflected in the collapse of the traditional centrist
parties: the combined electoral score of the EDIK, KODISO,
and the Liberal Party reached just 1.5 percent—compared to 12
percent for EDIK in 1977 and 20.6 percent for EK-ND in 1974.
Far from subsiding, polarization increased after PASOK's victory.
Indeed, the 1984 elections for the European parliament "took
place in a climate of unprecedented fanaticism and polarization"
(Katsoudas 1987:100). As Richard Clogg (1987:95) points out,
nowhere within the EC was the European election of June 1984
contested with greater vigour and certainly nowhere with greater
bitterness than in Greece." Likewise, the 1985 elections surpassed
in intensity and polarization all post-1974 elections (Seferiades
1986:88; Mavrogordatos et al. 1988:14).
Polarization pervaded both the elite and the mass level. At
the elite level, it was reflected in a "weak consensus" (Pridham
and Verney 1991:48), among what Sani and Sartori (1983:336)
call "conflict-seeking and intrinsically hostile political elites."
The distance between the perceived mean position of PASOK
and ND on the left-right scale was bigger than the distance
between PASOK and the Communist Party (Seferiades 1986:83).
In 1985, Greeks were 30 percent more likely than Italians,
Spaniards, and Portuguese to totally reject the statement "all
parties are the same" (Kafetzis 1988:61). The electorate was
equally "bitterly divided" (Pappas 1995:319). The standard
measure of mass polarization, self-location on a ten point leftright scale, shows a distance between the mean self-placement of
KKE and ND supporters that exceeded six points (6.57), while
the equivalent distance between ND and PASOK supporters
was also high (3.8). These were the highest values among the
12 EC countries, and the length of the overall ideological axis
was also the highest (Papadopoulos 1989; Mavrogordatos 1984).
Another indicator of mass polarization is mass mobilization:
it reached extremely high levels, as shown among others, by the
level of partisanship among the public and the level of political
"
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participation and interest in politics, which were the highest in
Southern Europe. For example, Greeks were 14 percent more
likely than Italians, 20 percent more likely than Spaniards,
and 30 percent more likely than the Portuguese, to read newspapers on an every day basis (Kafetzis 1988:28). To this
one must add that the level of partisanship in the press was
higher in the Greek case. High levels of political mobilization
are also indicated by the membership growth of the two main
parties—especially the transformation of ND into a mass party
after 1981, including the tremendous growth and "radicalization
of the youth and student organizations of parties that the mature
party cannot disown without losing some of its most enthusiastic
and active followers" (Linz 1978:33). 1
Mass polarization and mobilization had explicit physical
manifestations, reflecting the fact that individual party identification became highly public and visible: the creation and wide
expansion of separate partisan "green" and "blue" coffee shops
(the main socialization space in the countryside) , the widespread
use of party flags in visible places such as cars and apartment
balconies, and the organization of giant rallies, "probably the
largest of their kind in Europe" (Featherstone 1990:110), during
the electoral campaigns and even in between. Besides direct
means of mobilization, parties literally colonized civil society by
assuming the control of professional, local, cultural, and even high
schools students' associations. Board elections in these associations were transformed into party contests, closely monitored by
the press. For example, the yearly university and high school
student elections became major political events. This "partyness
of society" led to a "suffocation of social life," reducing it to an
"arena for party competition" (Papadopoulos 1989:66). By introducing an institutional framework that made party intervention in civil society easier, PASOK took the lead in this
pervasive politicization of the public space (Mavrogordatos
1993). Polarization was reflected in the state's control and
partisan use of the electronic media. The traditional control of
the electronic media by the party in government was enhanced
and refined during these years, Stephanos Pesmatzoglou (1993:
97) underlines the "censorship, distortion, concealment of opposition party statements, and carefully-planned blackouts, among
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other practices ton TV)," and points out that "anyone switching on TV would have thought throughout that there was but
one 'Movement' and but one 'Leader.' " Finally, the press engaged in an increasingly intense partisanship, acting as the
parties' mouthpieces.
(5) The prevalence of centrifugal rather than centripetal
drives in the electorate

High levels of polarization are associated with centrifugal
rather than centripetal drives in the party system, leading to the
enfeeblement of the center. The collapse of the center parties
after 1977 was clearly a symptom of these centrifugal trends.
However, available survey data appear to be at odds with the
phenomenon of mass polarization described above.
First, public opinion surveys indicate that PASOK was perceived by many as a party located close to the center. ND was
placed clearly on the right of the ten-point left-right scale (in
1985, 37.8 percent of the respondents placed ND in the most
extreme position of the right, perceiving it as the most rightwing among conservative parties in Europe, including the Italian
neo-fascist MSI). PASOK, on the other hand, was perceived as
a center-left party with 27.7 percent of the respondents placing
it squarely in the central position? While the distance between
the two parties is substantial, the gap between PASOK's polarizing strategy on the one hand and its perceived centrist location
on the other hand is puzzling.
Second, centrifugal drives in the party system are usually
reflected in a bimodal distribution of the electorate, characterized
by asymmetry and non-normal, non-U-shaped curves (Sani and
Sartori 1983:329). However, 1981 Eurobarometer self-placement
survey data show a quasi-normal distribution of the electorate
on the ten-point left-right scale, peaking at the center with a
smaller peak close to the extreme right. Likewise, the 1985 comparative Southern European survey shows a similar distribution,
stronger on the left than the right, but with a strong concentration in the center: 23.7 percent of the respondents placed themselves in the central position, while 48.4 percent were concenPolarization in Greek Politics
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trated in the center and its adjacent positions (positions 4-6)
(Mavrogordatos et al. 1988). How is this distribution compatible
with mass polarization and centrifugal drives?
This apparent divergence between mass polarization and
public opinion data finds its explanation in the semantic ambiguity
of the term "center" in Greek politics. Rather than just referring
to a spatial and ideological location at the center of the political
spectrum, the term "center" designates a party legacy, that of the
pre-1967 Center Union Party, and a collective identity associated
with it.
The Center Union, a party of the center-left, evolved into
the main opposition party in the beginning of the 1960s. It
forged a collective identity based to a great extent on the republic vs. monarchy cleavage, the traditional cleavage of Greek
politics which goes back to the 1915 "national schism." This
cleavage was reactivated in a vehement way during (and after)
the 1965 political crisis, which began as a clash between the
king and the leader of the Center Union, George Papandreou.
The electorate of the Center Union developed even stronger
hostile feelings against the right and the monarchy, which were
seen as blocking the center's legitimate claims to power. Indeed,
after his resignation as prime minister in 1965, George Papandreou outbid his leftist opponents in castigating the right (Seferiades 1986:79). This hostility was further reinforced after the
April 1967 coup, which prevented the widely expected victory of
the Center Union in the planned May 1967 elections.
PASOK, assisted by the fact that its leader was George
Papandreou's son, managed to project itself after 1977 as the
heir to the legacy of the Center Union. It succeeded to revive,
appropriate, and mold anew the collective identity associated
with the Center Union by incessantly attacking the right for its
past deeds, real or imaginary, and constantly referring to the 1965
crisis. Thus, PASOK won over the Center Union identifiers by
appealing to their traditional anti-rightism. In fact, studies of
electoral behavior have highlighted the high degree of overlap
between voting support for PASOK and the pre-1967 Center
Union (Featherstone and Katsoudas 1985:30). It is in that sense
that PASOK's polarizing anti-right strategy could be understood by the electorate to be "centrist," and that PASOK could
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be perceived to be a "centrist" party. 3 In short, the public perception of PASOK as a centrist party did not necessarily signify
the political moderation traditionally associated with the term
center, but a polarizing (because strongly anti-rightist) political
legacy and collective identity.
For the same reason, self-placement data can be in the Greek
context a flawed indicator of individual location on the left-right
cleavage. The congestion of respondents at the center is an artifact of the ambiguous meaning of the "center." Respondents
who identify with the legacy of the old Center Union party are
usually known as centrists (kentrOoi). This identification, however, does not carry the meaning usually associated with the
term, that is of a floating electorate equally willing to move
in the direction of both parties. This point is supported by the
findings of a study that ingeniously classified voters into seven
distinct groups from left to right based on an index measuring
the respondents' feelings about ten prominent political figures
(Bechrakis and Nikolakopoulos 1988). Because it does away
with apolitical terminology that carries an ambiguous meaning,
this index is a valid indicator of both the position of respondents
on the left-right cleavage and their voting intentions. As a result, this index supplies a very different picture of the distribution of the electorate from the self-placement data, a picture
that is consistent with the polarization of the electorate. The distribution of respondents based on this index displays a concentration on the left side of the spectrum (46.1 percent of the
sample) ; a weaker but still substantial center (35.3 percent of
the sample) ; and an even weaker right (just 18.6 percent of the
sample). PASOK clearly dominates the left in terms of the respondents' partisan preferences, while the space of the center
has been "purged" of PASOK-oriented Center Union identifiers
and is occupied by moderate voters overwhelmingly supporting
ND—in a ratio of four to one. It is clear that the electorate of
PASOK was not made of moderate voters willing to switch sides
between both parties. On the other hand, this analysis shows that
the bulk of PASOK identifiers, a substantial and compact group
strongly attached to their party, were clearly located on the left
and remained isolated from the center and the right.
A final related point: Bipartisan party systems are generally
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structurally moderate because both parties have an incentive to
converge toward the median voter. How was, then, the Greek
party system's essentially bipolar nature compatible with its centrifugal drive? An answer is that the Greek party system was, in
fact, "a typical case of extreme and polarized pluralism" (Seferiades 1986:87). The logic is this: in addition to the third relevant party (KKE), two additional parties at both extremes,
the Communist Party of the Interior (KKE es.) and the extreme
right National Front (EP, then EPEN), can be counted as relevant parties because of their "intimidation" potential. This is
to say, they exercised a "centrifugal pull" on the two parties.
However, such an answer is not entirely satisfactory: it tries hard
to fit the Greek case into the mold of the theory of polarized
pluralism. A more satisfactory answer is that by occupying a
large ideological space of competition, the two main parties (and
their electorate) included substantial radical segments which
exerted considerable centrifugal pressures (Pappas 1995:267272) .4 Available survey data point to the strength among the
electorate of important off-center groups (Mavrogordatos 1984:
162-4; Bechrakis and Nikolakopoulos 1988:114-5). For instance,
half of PASOK's core group of supporters (18 percent of the
total sample) was leaning toward the two communist parties:
In fact, the single strongest group of the six distinct groups of
voters supporting PASOK was the most leftist one (Bechrakis
and Nikolakopoulos 1988:114-5). Hence, it made sense for
PASOK to try to outbid the Communists with a polarizing antiright discourse—which had the tangible advantage of also satisfying the (also anti-right) Center Union identifiers and, thus,
attracting votes from both its left and right.
Over all, the presence of centrifugal drives during the period
under study receives robust empirical support. Interestingly, the
polarizing and centrifugal dynamics of the Greek party system
were potentially more dangerous than those of a typical multiparty system, because polarization was not mitigated by the
presence of a large moderate center party but led to frontal
confrontation between the two parties.
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(6) Ideological patterning as a forma mentis rather than
a pragmatic mentality differentiating parties

The prevalence of ideology in Greek politics during the
period under study has been underlined by many observers. For
instance, Takis Spyros Pappas (1995:326; 360) remarks that the
"overriding theme of modern Greek politics," was "ideological
polarization between the Right and the Left" and the noncomitant "ferocity of the ideological struggle between political
parties." Likewise, Clogg (1987:158) points out that "one of
the salient features of the political scene since the metapolitefsi
of 1974 has been the way ideology has become paramount to a
degree unprecedented in Greek politics." This produced what
Sartori (1991:439-440) has dubbed "epithet-thinking": "ideological warfare," with "the enemy assaulted with swear-words
and smear labels." This point is further developed below.
(7) The presence of irresponsible oppositions and
(8) the politics of outbidding

These features include "unfair competition" and "escalation" with competitors striving to bid support away from each
other by stronger appeals and promises (Sartori 1976:140).
Greek politics, during the period under study, were dominated
by what Linz (1978:42) has dubbed "ressentirnent politics
against persons and institutions identified with the previous
order." There was a pronounced "tendency to blame the accumulation of problems on neglect by a previous regime rather
than on the intractability of social reality" (Linz 1978:41). The
term "revanchism" became a staple of the political discourse, reflecting a very credible threat felt by large segments of the
population who had benefited from the distribution of spoils,
since "embittered losers fear the winners' arrogance" (Papadopoulos 1989:61). Pridham and Verney (1991:47) provide a
concise description of irresponsible opposition and the politics
of outbidding in Greece:
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Over all, in this "winner-takes-all" system, the essentially
bipolar nature of political competition has resulted in
a pronounced confrontational style of politics. The
basic aim of the opposition has been not so much to influence government policy in a particular direction,
but rather to discredit the governing party and drive
it from power. In consequence, oppositional tactics have
been based on a concept of "structural opposition" involving a direct challenge to the government on all
issues, even when this entails the adoption of a stance
incompatible with party policy. Rational debate around
policy difference has thus been the exception. The preferred mode of political discussion has been rhetorically
emotive and ideologically heavy, allowing ample reference to the historical sins of the opposing camp and
frequently conducted on a personalistic basis.
The democratic regime was never openly questioned by the
two main parties, and enjoyed widespread support from the
population at large. 5 However the practice of the two parties,
especially with regards to spoils and favoritism in the enormous
public sector, almost coterminous of the entire economy, undermined the stability of the democratic regime. Furthermore,
PASOK's populist bent led it in many instances to disregard the
integrity of institutions. As Papandreou once put it (quoted in
Pesmatzoglou 1993:107) , "there are no institutions, there is
only the people." The newpaper Avriani, one of PASOK's main
pillars, displayed a particularly acute antidemocratic bias. This
was not expressed in a direct and outright rejection of democratic
institutions, but rather in the promotion of the populist view
that the ultimate judge is the people, whose will is expressed,
according to the newspaper, by PASOK and its leader. According
to Pesmatzoglou (1993:107), "if there is one historical analogy
with a daily paper, it will surely have to be with the organ of
the National-Socialist Party, Volkische Beobachter, which was
incessantly scandal-mongering against the 'rotten' bourgeois class
and the Weimar Republic, on the very eve of the latter's dissolution in 1933."
In fact, both parties did not hesitate to tamper with the
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rules of the game in order to win, thus undermining the legitimacy of the regime in a practical, if indirect, way. Observers
have underlined the fact that the 1975 constitution was not the
result of agreement and compromise and have stressed the propensity of governing parties in Greece to amend or bend the
rules of the game, their continuing ambivalence toward constitutional rules, and the presence of a certain lack of the basic
agreement necessary for the functioning of democratic institutions
(Pridham and Verney 1991:48). An example of such practices
was provided by the 1985 elections which were fought, to a
large extent, around issues of constitutional legality. Just before
the elections, PASOK decided to support for the post of the
presidency a highly symbolic candidate, Christos Sartzetakis, a
personality associated with resistance both against the authoritarianism of the pre-1967 right and the dictatorship itself. 6 To
obtain the necessary parliamentary majority PASOK had recourse
to means of dubious legality, such as the use of highly visible
colored ballots to spot potential defectors. The parliamentary
vote took place in a highly charged atmosphere exacerbated by
the press, which was treating potential defectors, and by crowds
of PASOK supporters demonstrating on a daily basis outside the
parliament. Just after Sartzetakis was elected, ND refused to
recognize the election as valid, a position which raised the specter
of a major constitutional crisis in the case of a ND victory. While
all these actions did not question the democratic regime in a
direct way, they clearly undermined its long-term legitimacy.
As Papadopoulos (1989:64) points out, "such disputes suggest
that there is no consensus among the two major parties over
the constitutional issue. . .. Institutional instability thus becomes
an integral part of party competition. Rotation of power in Greek
politics is far removed from democratic standards elsewhere.
Divisive issues on a fundamental level represent a substantial
threat to the legitimation of the political system."
Polarization in the Absence of Policy Differentiation

Having shown that the Greek party system was polarized
during the first half of the 1980s and having described in dePolarization in Greek Politics
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tail the features of this polarization, it is possible to return
to the initial question: how could polarization possibly emerge
and persist in the absence of substantial policy differentiation
between PASOK and ND?
To begin with, it is important to point out that the term
policy usually refers to the economic and social realm. Such
policy is necessarily geared toward the class cleavage: measures
such as nationalization or income redistribution are intended to
satisfy different class constituencies. However, the main cleavage
of Greek politics is not along class lines. Greece is a society with
a small industrial base and a respectively small industrial working
class. Employees of the public sector and a mass of self-employed
(largely in agriculture) closely linked to the state make up a
social majority (Tsoucalas 1987). According to a recent electoral
study (Gunther and Montero, cited in Pappas 1995), class is
not a predictor of voting behavior in Greece. In fact, Greece
ranked last on the structural determination of the vote in a
sixteen-country study (Ersson, Janda, and Lane 1985). In addition, electoral data (Mavrogordatos 1983b) suggest that support for PASOK in 1981 was equally distributed across all
social strata.
Hence, the absence of substantial policy differentiation is
not surprising in light of the absence of a class cleavage.' Is that
equivalent of asserting that polarization was a superficial phenomenon, a matter of inflamed rhetoric? The answer is no—unless
we wrongly assume that polarization can only express a class
cleavage. If polarization is a reflection of another dimension
rather than class, we need to identify the relevant dimension.
The Greek party system during the 1980s was built around a
left-right cleavage anchored (a) in historically constructed political identities, and (b) in the individual welfare consequences
of a giant spoils system. Hence, the symbolic and material anchors
of polarization should be sought in the manipulation of historical
memories and collective identities on the one hand, and the distribution of spoils on the other hand.
The left-right cleavage in Greece is, first, a reflection of
conflicting collective identities, deeply anchored in past conflicts.
A memory of violence and civil wars, both older and more
recent (the "national schism" of 1915 and the Civil War of
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1944-1949), military coups and dictatorships (the Metaxas
dictatorship, 1936-1940 and the Colonels' one, 1967-1974), repression, and division over fundamental issues such as the institutional form of the regime (republic versus monarchy), have
shaped extremely strong collective political identities. These
memories were alive during the 1980s, particularly in rural areas
(Aschenbrenner 1987). On the other hand, the right governed
the country during the 1950s and the 1960s by denying the
Greekness of "large number of Greeks... because of center-left
and left persuasions and actual or alleged involvement with the
vanquished side of the Civil War" (Diamandouros 1991:22) 8 On
the other hand, PASOK denied the legitimacy of the right
during the 1980s by consistently accusing it of standing in for
foreign interest and reincarnating the repressive governments
of the 1950s and 1960s.
These historically constructed collective identities acquired
a material basis through dientelistic practices. Political affiliation, "belonging" to a political camp as the Greek expression
goes, had explicit and unambiguous individual welfare consequences, affecting large segments of the Greek population. This
was the case because of the hegemonic position of parties in
Greek society (Pridham and Verney 1991:45), the control exercised by the governing party over the state—turning it into a
partisan state or even a "party-state" (Sotiropoulos 1993;
Featherstone 1990), and the large number of positional goods
(such as government jobs or contracts) whose presence generally
increases the level of conflict (Hardin 1994:57). While clientelism was a well-entrenched practice in Greek politics, the advent
of PASOK into power introduced a major quantitative and qualitative change. State activities greatly expanded during the 1980s
because of the influx of EEC subsidies that followed Greece's
adhesion: public expenditure increased during the 1982-1988
period of 40 percent (compared to 28 percent during 1975-1981),
while public debt rose by 433 percent (compared to 106 percent
during the 1975-1981) (Lyrintzis 1993:27). These changes did
not reflect any economic or social reforms but a general rise in
consumption: indeed, PASOK continued, developed, formalized,
systematized, and rationalized existing clientelistic practices under
a system of "bureaucratic clientelism," "achiev[ing) an unprece.
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dented degree of control over the state bureaucracy" (Papadopoulos 1989:65). In such a context, party identification acquired
extraordinary material consequences. The payroll of the wider
public sector grew to include more than 900,000 employees in
1989 (up from 500,000 in 1980)—about half the total number
of wage earners . 9 The new appointments were in their vast
majority PASOK supporters: a 1986 study (cited by Pridham and
Verney 1991:49) found that among PASOK members who had
joined the party since 1981, 89 percent were employed in the
state sector (a figure that is even more impressive given that in
1986, 70 percent of PASOK members had joined the party after
1981). In the absence of a system of party compromise over the
distribution of spoils (proporz), partisan control of the state
by parties was bound to both reflect and amplify mass polarization. Hence, while PASOK's economic policy did not diverge
widely from that of past ND governments, its strategy along
the dimensions of collective identity and its individual material
payoffs was deepening existing cleavages.
Conclusion

There is no doubt that the first half of the 1980s was a
period of sharp polarization in Greek politics. This polarization
did not reflect a class cleavage, but mirrored instead and shaped
historically constructed partisan identities based on the memories
of past conflicts and grounded in a giant partisan spoils system.
The evidence presented in this paper matches Sartori's features
of polarized pluralism—with two notable exceptions: first, the
fragmentation ("pluralism") of the party system—with the con
comitant presence of anti-system parties at the extremes of the
political spectrum and the central placement of a party or a
group of parties; and, second, the open questioning of the
democratic institutions by the relevant political actors.
Both exceptions hold important implications for our understanding of polarization. First, polarized pluralism can be reconceptualized as a category of polarization. In turn, polarization
should be studied as a general phenomenon which can arise in
the absence of party fragmentation. For instance, the Greek
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case can be classified as a type of "limited but polarized pluralism," "an 'alternative possibility' recognized but not elaborated by
Sartori" (Mavrogordatos 1984). The implications of this reconceptualization need to be explicitly addressed and fully explored.
Second, the explicit acceptance by the relevant actors of a country's
democratic institutions does not constitute a necessary condition
for a democratic regime's solidity and safety, i.e. its consolidation. As Sartori recently pointed out (1991:437) , the fact "that
there is no current alternative to democracy as a principle of
legitimacy does not imply that democracy becomes unassailable.
... Democracy may stand unchallenged in principle, and yet in
practice be formidably challenged in its performance." As the
Greek case indicates, parties that accept the rules of the game
can very well adopt a polarizing strategy. It follows that polarized politics do not originate exclusively from anti-system or semiloyal parties, as Linz and students of democratic consolidation
have assumed. The fact that the Greek democratic system survived unharmed a period of high conflict does in no way imply
that polarized politics never posed a threat to the regime's stability. As I pointed out, the polarized politics of the 1980s were
particularly pernicious because they undermined the long-term
legitimacy of institutions, reactivated in a divisive way collective
memories of civil conflict, shaped and mobilized conflictual
identities, and led to the frontal confrontation of two parties
both within political institutions and the society at large. The
fact that this conflict did not ultimately harm the Greek democratic regime underlines the necessity for the theoretical specification of the conditions under which polarized politics may lead
(or not) to democratic breakdown.
NOTES
IPASOK's membership stood at 260,000 in 1986 (Papadopoulos
1989:5). On the other hand, the speed with which NI) transformed
itself into a mass party after 1981 is remarkable: local committees were
multiplied from 380 in 1979 to 2,000 in 1983, and by 1983 membership
exceeded the 200,000 mark (Pappas 1995-311; Kalyvas 1996) .
2Data from the 1981 Eurobarometer and the 1985 Southern European
surveys.
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5 As Lyrintzis (1991:37) points out: "It may be true that PASOK
is perceived by the electorate as a new center in politics. The point is,
however, that the terms of party competition have significantly changed
and that the meaning of old labels has also changed."
5 Confirming, this trend is the result of the 1981 elections for the
European parliament, which took place simultaneously with the national
elections. PASOK's "European" score was eight percent lower from its
national score (40.12 percent as opposed to 48.16 percent), with the
difference going mostly to the parties on its left .
5 In 1985, 35.4 percent of Greek respondents thought that "the
democratic regime was working well" versus 8.5 percent in Spain, 4.4
percent in Portugal, and 4.9 percent in Italy (Kafetzis 1988:57).
6Sartzetakis led, as an attorney, the official investigation of the 1962
assassination by extreme rightists of the deputy of the left Grigoris
Lambrakis. The candidature of Sartzetakis came as a surprise, because
of the widespread assumption that PASOK would support the outgoing
president, Constantine Karamanlis, widely perceived as a figure guaranteeing the stability of the regime.
While PASOK implemented some redistributive measures during
its first years in power, raising minimum salaries and pensions among
others, it shunned radical structural reforms in the crucial sectors of
economic and foreign policy.
sAfter 1974, the right abandoned this discourse. Still, ND consistently depicted PASOK as an authoritarian quasi-Marxist party closer
to Third World than European politics.
9For the 1980 estimation see Tsoukalas 1987:83; for the 1989 estimation see Oikonomikos Tachydromos 1925, March 21, 1991: p. 20.
The exact number of employees employed directly or indirectly by the
state remains unknown.
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Papandreou's NATO Policy:
Continuity or Change?
by AKIS KALAITZIDIS
and

NIKOLAOS ZAHARIADIS

Introduction

There was little change between conservative and socialist
policies toward NATO in the 1980s. Most of what then Prime
Minister Andreas Papandreou called a non-aligned policy were
rhetorical elements of a populist campaign, soon to become part
of the many promises that were side-stepped by the Panhellenic
Socialist Movement (PASOK) government in its eight years
of reign. Contrary to conventional wisdom, it is argued here
that PASOK's NATO policy was pretty much in line with that
of previous Greek governments. Any deviations from standard
or emergency NATO policies were primarily due to domestic,
ideological, and external structural factors and were mainly
insignificant but enough to ruffle feathers within the Alliance.
Papandreou's NATO policy, therefore, while anchoring Greece
firmly in the Western alliance, made the country somewhat of
a pariah among the states Greeks called partners.
Some analysts suggest that Papandreou's approach in dealing with major national issues redefined Greece's security interests in reference to NATO, but, as will be shown here, the
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policy created an environment where those interests went by
unnoticed or, even worse, were opposed by the other members of
the Alliance (Haas, 1986; McCascill, 1988). Relations between
Greece and the U.S. improved slightly only after the accommodation of U.S. interests in the region, not before the end
of the Cold War rivalry. Greece's relations with its old-time
rival and partner in the Atlantic Alliance, Turkey, on the whole
went from bad to worse.
The first part of this paper deals with the domestic constraints faced by PASOK and its ideological inhibitions vis-a-vis
NATO. The second part deals with structural constraints and
security concerns. In both parts we demonstrate that PASOK's
NATO policy remained largely unchanged in substance from
that of its conservative predecessors.
Domestic Imperatives and Ideological Parameters

Ideological predilections and domestic electoral concerns
shaped PASOK's policy toward NATO. There were changes in
form but few changes in substance. Yannis Kapsis (1988) claims
that Papandreou's advent to power in 1981 signaled an independent Greek foreign policy. PASOK's strong showing at the polls—
the party received 48.6 percent of the popular vote, 12.2 percent more than the conservative Nea Dimokratia which came
second—was interpreted by Papandreou as a mandate for a
new direction in foreign policy. The rhetoric certainly changed
and so did a few of the initial actions, but the overwhelming
substance of Greek policy toward NATO remained the same.
In defense of Papandreou's adversarial NATO policy have
come his close associates, who analyze it as a derivative of Papandreou's ideology and Greek maturity. Melakopides (1987, p. 576)
characterizes Papandreou's policy as driven by values such as
"nationalism, a democratic socialism akin to radical liberalism,
adaptive realism, and romantic moralism." Former undersecretary
of foreign affairs, Yannis Kapsis (1988: 42-43), argues that
PASOK's foreign policy was a response to the social maturity of
Greece that replaced the earlier dependency to foreign centers of
decision making. Also important was the "Papandreou phenom106
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enon," an approach to foreign relations that tried to exploit the
fact that Greece had been "an exemplary, loyal, and obedient
partner of the Atlantic Alliance," and use it in dealing with
Turkey. Greece under Papandreou was to practice its own "independent" foreign policy.
Within this framework PASOK cashed in on the growing anti-Americanism, and more generally anti-Westernism, that
followed the invasion of Cyprus by Turkish forces in 1974. It
did so by declaring that if elected, Papandreou would remove
Greece from NATO and the European Community because they
represented forces which undermined Greek independence. It has
been argued that one of the reasons for PASOK's vocal antiWesternism is based on the fact that much of its electoral power
came from leftist "Marxist" cadres which were too powerful to
ignore (Loulis, 1984, p. 380).
In 1981, Papandreou was elected as the first leftist prime
minister of post-war Greece with a mandate for change. The
pre-election declarations, however, never materialized. Conventional wisdom has it that Papandreou's PASOK did practice
much of what it preached before it came to power, including the
break with the forces of dependency. "Greece now belongs to
Greeks," sounded PASOK's campaign slogan in 1981. It was
reiterated in earnest numerous times since then, to denote that
PASOK's Greece broke with "servitude" and now pursued
orientations based on the country's own interests (Clogg, 1987).
Examples of independent foreign policymaking can be found
mostly in cases that dealt with Greece's interests that did not affect
the Washington - Athens - Ankara triangle. Most of the issues
over which the PASOK government broke with its allies were
issues that could be termed peripheral. This taxonomy of foreign
policy issues into core and peripheral allowed Papandreou to
follow his "non-aligned" aspirations while not upsetting the
regional balance of power (Couloumbis, 1993).
Within a month after his election as prime minister,
Papandreou questioned the "Rogers agreement." This agreement was concluded by the previous conservative government in
order to reintegrate Greece into NATO's southern flank, which
it had left in protest of the Turkish invasion of Cyprus in
1974. Papandreou claimed that the Rogers agreement was danPapandreou's NATO Policy: Continuity or Change?
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gerous to the security of the country since it did not provide
guarantees for the territorial integrity of Greece. On December
7, 1981, he delivered a "blow to NATO's hypocrisy," as it was
hailed by the radical wing of PASOK, by refusing to endorse
of NATO's Council of Defense Planning the joint communique
(Mardas, 1992: 298). But as it turned out this was merely an
exercise in domestic public relations because the government
did not withdraw Greek officers from NATO's joint exercises.
Neither did it recall military attaches from the integrated command. Moreover as Kostas Mardas (1992) notes, Papandreou's
government did not veto the joint communiqué of NATO's European group; it did not veto the joint communique from the
meeting of foreign ministers, which contained plans for the deployment of Pershing and Cruise missiles in Europe that were
publicly criticized by then Foreign Minister Yiannis Haralambopoulos. PASOK's government did not do what it had promised to
do during the campaign; it did not withdraw Greece from the
NATO alliance.
In the years that followed there was growing tension between the U.S. and Greece. Robert Pranger (1988: 259) put it
best: "it was clear that taking exception to parts of NATO's communiqués was becoming a special feature of Papandreou's alliance policy with the prime minister declaring Greek independence from 'continual subservience' to the alliance." Papandreou's "independent" foreign policy led him through a series
of actions which could be considered hostile to NATO but did
not directly affect it. In 1982, his undersecretary of foreign affairs, Asimakis Fotilas, did not reject a joint NATO communiqué
that opposed the military dictatorship in Poland, and was fired
on the way back from Brussels. In 1983 his foreign minister
did not make the same mistake. The Greek government notified
NATO that it was opposed to imposing sanctions on the Soviet
Union. In 1984 Papandreou described Washington as "the
metropolis of imperialism," a characterization which drew strong
criticism and protest from the U.S. Towards the end of the
same year Papandreou attracted international attention over the
issue of the Korean aircraft that was shot down by the Soviet
by claiming that the plane was in fact on a spy mission (Loulis,
1984: 375).
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Papandreou became involved in pursuing a nuclear-free

Balkan peninsula after a short visit to Romania in 1982. The
plan had been initiated years before by Romanian President
Nicolae Ceausescu, who found some support in the West. This
plan affected the status of U.S. (NATO) bases in Greece,
since if there was to be a nuclear-free zone, the bases had to
go. In a show of defiance of NATO policy concerning the
Soviet Union, Papandreou signed an agreement with Soviet
Premier Nikolai Tichonov, in mid-February of 1983, to service Soviet ships in Greek ports (Pranger, 1988: 265). These
tactical moves could be interpreted as pre-emptive pressure in
light of the negotiations for the U.S. bases in Greece. Although
they annoyed the U.S. government, they did not, however, constitute a major deviation from Greece's standard NATO policy.
The Middle East was another area where Papandreou felt
he could exert Greek independence from NATO. His ties to
Arab nations enraged the United States because they interfered
with U.S. plans. Washington saw the Greek government as
aiding terrorists. At the height of tension with Washington,
Athens was charged with secretly negotiating with Abu Nidal
(Iatrides, 1993: 159). In 1984, the Greek government decided
to release a Jordanian national wanted by American authorities
for planting a bomb on an Athens-Tel Aviv flight. The State
Department predictably criticized the move as irresponsible.
Greek relations with Libya became a point of friction after the
U.S. bombing raids in 1986, which were criticized by the Papandreou government. Pranger (1988: 270). underlines the deleterious effects of such a policy for U.S.-Greek relations. "These
leanings have led Papandreou and his followers into something of American policy, however, not only with the Reagan
administration but with forces in U.S. politics generally unsympathetic with the Reaganites on East-West relations. His
stands on Palestinian rights, Libya's leadership and Arab support of terrorist organizations, positions basically anti-Israeli by
definition, have threatened Papandreou with loss of valuable
support in liberal as well as conservative circles in the United
States."
Papandreou's tactics gave the impression that he was indeed breaking with Greece's past of dominance and servitude.
Papandreou's NATO Policy: Continuity or Change?
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A strong domestic public relations campaign by the government
sought to emphasize that Greece's independent foreign policy
served the country's interests. Greece did have some economic
incentives in following a pro-Arab policy and a less adversarial
posture towards the USSR, but they were offset by the effects
these policies had on Papandreou's, and consequently Greece's,
image within the Alliance. Greece's NATO partners were not
satisfied with the way the socialists obstructed Alliance's proceedings. However, they were content that Papandreou did not
turn out to be the extremist some had feared. Thus, the
peripheral issues which the Socialists used to demonstrate their
defiance against NATO were for domestic consumption only.
Papandreou wanted to make sure that this was understood by
the Reagan administration when he sent undersecretary of foreign
affairs Asimakis Fotilas to the U.S. in May 1981 to convey this
message: pay attention to what I do, not what I say! (Mardas,
1992: 301). Therefore, we conclude that despite the heated
ideological battle against NATO, which partially reflected the
need to appease leftist voters, the foreign policies of PASOK
did not radically depart from those of previous conservative
governments.
Greece's Security Concerns and NATO Under Papandreou

Contrary to conventional wisdom, the fact that there was
continuity in Greece's NATO policy from conservative to socialist
governments can also be illustrated by an analysis of GreekTurkish-American relations. All three countries are members
of the Atlantic Alliance, and any radical change would have
upset the balance of power in the region. Given the importance
attached to the Turkish threat, it is reasonable to hypothesize
that any substantial change in any aspect of Greece's commitment to the Atlantic Alliance would have been evident in
Greek-Turkish relations. The minor deviations that were initiated by PASOK could be attributed to two factors: a) Greece's
security concerns were not the same as defined by the alliance;
the perceived threat came not from the communist North but
from the Turkish East; h) the U.S. had nuclear and other bases
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on Greece which served under NATO to deter the perceived
communist threat.
Conventional wisdom among experts and the public in
Greece views NATO as a partnership that is biased in favor
of Turkey because of its strategic importance. This impression
was reinforced in 1974 as a result of the invasion of Cyprus by
the Turkish army as well as by the weak diplomatic initiatives
by NATO allies to resolve the issue. Papandreou adopted a
highly visible, nationalistic stance towards Turkey in the days
preceding his election to office in 1981. Van Coufoudakis (1993:
172) argues that PASOK "utilized successfully its socialist
declaratory policy in order to establish its nationalist credentials, and to pursue a nationalistic, albeit pragmatic operational
policy that appealed to public opinion. But the appearance of
divergence between the party's declaratory and operational policies raised serious questions of policy credibility and consistency,
especially as the party and its charismatic leader by 1988 faced
serious dometic problems."
Greece's relative military weakness and technological dependence on NATO armaments are obvious structural constraints on foreign policy options. Greece depends on the U.S.
for military technology and support equipment in order to
balance the large Turkish military power (Tsoumis, 1988).
Greece also depends on the European Union (EU), (many members of which are a part of NATO), for economic assistance
as well as help to maintain its huge expenditures. Despite being
the poorest member of the EU, Greece spends more than any
of its European partners on defense. These are obvious facts
which should have tempered Papandreou's foreign follies visa-vis NATO. It is ironic that Papandreou's declarations may
have inadvertently served Turkey's objectives as some have
claimed (Tsoumis, 1988: 171).
The two issues that have repeatedly haunted Greek-Turkish
relations and produced much distraction within NATO are
Cyprus and the Aegean. Did socialist policies advance the cause
of Cyprus in the alliance? Did they enhance allied solidarity
with Greece over the Aegean?
Cyprus was the main issue in Papandreou's mind when
he charged the U.S. with meddling in Greek affairs and being
Papandreou's NATO Policy: Continuity or Change?
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responsible for the disastrous outcome of the 1974 crisis (Dimitras, 1983). In his reaction to what he viewed as NATO's
weak response to the Cyprus invasion, Constantine Karamanlis,
then prime minister of Greece, withdrew Greece from NATO's
military wing, protesting the alliance's inability to protect the
island from an invasion by another NATO member. In 1980
Karamanlis began the process of reintegrating Greece into the
alliance. The Rogers plan, that aimed to accomplish this goal,
provided for shared Greek and Turkish control over the Aegean
sea. Joint control from both NATO headquarters in Izmir and
Larissa was unacceptable to Prime Minister Papandreou, because he thought it compromised Greece's sovereignty. In response, Papandreou partially froze the agreement and although
he did not withdraw Greece from the military wing, he repeatedly stopped Greece from taking part in NATO exercises
that excluded the island of Limnos at the request of Ankara.
To this day Greece demands a return to the pre-1974 arrangement, giving it control over the Aegean, and opposes sharing
responsibility with Turkey. Coupled with the anti-American
rhetoric that accompanied Socialist declarations, the U.S. response was predictable. "The Papandreou government regards
Turkey, and not the Soviet Union, as Greece's number one
enemy. President Evren and the Turkish generals regard the
Soviet Union, and not Greece, as Turkey's number one adversary. At this point, President Reagan's predilection for the
Turks becomes not merely understandable but rational" (Mackenzie, 1983: 9). Although there was much talk of Greece's new
independent policy which had supposedly changed direction in
defense of the Eastern border, Veremis (1993: 183) argues
that "there was no evidence of significant movement of troops
away from Greece's northern borders." Therefore, external constraints such as the Cold War and the continued Turkish
threat meant narrowed Greek options while Papandreou's inflammatory statements weakened Greece's position in the alliance
vis-a-vis Turkey. Even though Greek concerns regarding Turkey
may have been valid, Papandreou's handling of the situation
made matters worse.
Not only did Papandreou alienate fellow members of the
alliance in matters trivial to Greece's defense and security, but
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he also went head-to-head against the Reagan administration
concerning the U.S. bases in Greece. Eventually the bases became a bargaining chip in defense matters concerning Greek
security against archrival Turkey. Papandreou promised he
would initiate a termination agreement on the status of the
U.S. bases on Greek soil. In the end this became merely a bargaining chip to secure a guarantee from the U.S. government
that it would maintain the 7:10 ratio of military assistance
given to Greece and Turkey. The Reagan administration used
the bases as leverage to argue the reverse. It threatened to transfer them to Turkey, being aware that the Greeks did not wish
this because it would enhance Turkey's importance to the U.S.
and NATO. After a great deal of controvercy the final agreement to permit the continued operation of the bases was approved; it differed little from others the U.S. signed with
other countries. Structural constraints shaped the outcome of
that issue.
In late 1983, the new DECA (Defense and Economic Cooperation Agreement) was signed by both countries allowing
the U.S. bases to stay on Greek soil without a written or verbal
guarantee to keep the 7:10 ratio in military aid. The new agreement was hailed by Papandreou as a promise fulfilled; the
bases were to leave Greece at the end of 1988. But this did
not occur because the agreement gave permission for the bases
to remain in Greece until 1988 when another agreement would
be negotiated. Ultimately, the bases were not closed down until
the U.S. government decided they were not needed anymore.
This is another major issue over which Papandreou continued
the policies of his predecessors. In the same month, the Greek
government denied the U.S. use of Greek airspace required
for U.S. military reinforcement to reach Beirut, while it gave
the go-ahead to Czechoslovakian planes carrying arms for the
progressive" Lebanese armed forces (Mardas, 1992, p. 328) !
Did Papandreou thus expect to gain additional concessions from
the Americans over the future of the U.S. bases in Greece?
Not at all. Indeed despite all this tension with the U.S., Papandreou signed a new DICA (Defense and Industrial Cooperation Agreement) on November 10, 1986, and signaled that the
new DICA would be signed on time as well. Papandreou's
"
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options were constrained by external impediments. Despite his
rhetoric, his deeds demonstrate continuity with the policies of
his conservative predecessors.
Three factors account for this outcome. First, PASOK
inherited a political situation in 1981 that was not of its making, and one that constrained its room for action. According to
Papandreou's "one hundred-day plan," Greece was supposed to
leave NATO in order to break with the forces of dependency
that haunted its past. Despite some negative legacies, however,
the "years of dependency" also brought considerable benefits
to the country by way of U.S. military aid and protection, a
strong military, and an alliance that provided a forum for
constrained behavior by both Greeks and Turks. If Papandreou
wanted to break with the past, he risked provoking internal
dissent and rancor from the Greek military establishment that
had every reason to distrust his rhetoric at the time. Consequently, he had to play on two fields simultaneously. On the
one hand, he sought to placate the military by not doing anything radically different from his conservative predecessors. That
he did well. By highlighting the Turkish threat, he also gave
a boost to military expenditures. On the other hand, he knew
he had to act in a such a manner so as to show his supporters
that he was different from the conservatives. That is why he
engineered all the high profile anti-American moves in NATO
and the inflammatory rhetoric.
Second, his personality shaped the way he framed the debate.
He could have chosen a more modulated approach with roughly
the same effects, but Papandreou was a man of intrigue. He
was a risk-seeker who was at his best in high intensity situations. Charisma, which Papandreou clearly possessed, works best
primarily when things go wrong. Only then can the leader
demonstrate convincingly that he can rise to the occasion. When
things go well, there is no occasion and hence there is less
need for charismatic leaders.
Ultimately, however, much in foreign policy depends on
the third factor, external structural imperatives. Being a small
country, Greece is a "rule-taker" not a "rule-maker." The fact
that it is in a very dangerous geographical neighborhood further
strengthens the point that losses can be great and gains few
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and= uncertain. In such situations, it is best to choose one's battles
wisely because Greece needs NATO more than NATO needs
Greece. Viewed from this perspective, it is obvious that the
most a small country can do is to adapt to external changes,
try to reformulate others' priorities to fit its own, and engage
in public relations so that it can enjoy as much external support
for its policies as possible. Papandreou pursued the first prescription to a certain extent, but he failed miserably in the others.
He acted as a "maker" when he in fact was a "taker."
Neorealists may have it right. Although personality and
domestic politics affect a country's foreign policy, external structural imperatives exercise a major impact on small countries.
They not only constrain options, they determine them to a
large extent. That was true during the Cold War, and it remains valid even today. As the old saying goes, the more things
change, the more they stay the same!
Romantics argue that choice is an integral part of government policy. According to this view, politicians typically face
an array of options. Given certain preferences they select one
alternative over others. The findings in this paper circumscribe
this view by stressing that selection is severely hampered. Papandreou could have chosen to frame his foreign policy in different
terms, but he could not have chosen a radically different policy.
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1992. Pp. 596. Photographs, Tables, Annotated Bibliography.

The growing unrest on the Ottoman-controlled island of Crete
that culminated in a nationalist uprising in 1897 brought Eleftherios
Venizelos to the political stage. He went on to become one of the greatest
statesmen of modern Greece revered for his militant espousal of a
Greater Greece, his commitment to the country's modernization and his
skills as a pragmatic leader both at home and on the diplomatic front
abroad. Somehow, it is not surprising that Crete would have yielded
such a figure at the time. It was the era of a nationalism that was
rapidly becoming rationalized in order to negotiate its bipartite relationship with the Ottomans and the Great Powers. Crete had experienced
nationalist ferment regularly after the Great Powers refused to allow it
to be incorporated into the borders of newly established Greece in
the 1830s. The Ottomans had responded to the calls for union with
Greece, offering ambiguous concessions to the Greek (Orthodox)
majority on the island. The island's location was simply too strategically
important and its local Muslim population too large for the Porte to
write the island off in the face of local nationalist, demands. The Great
Powers were in agreement but they were also ,.concerned about creating
conditions on the island that would avoid political instability. Thus
what the Greek side required was a leader who would be able to take
up the demand for union with Greece but lead the struggle in such a
way as to confront the Ottomans and the Powers skillfully and pragmatically. It was a role that Venizelos filled, and indeed defined,
perfectly.
The late nineteenth century unveiled the possibilities that the
forces blocking Crete's union with Greece, the Great Powers and the
Ottoman Empire, may be prepared to make concessions. By the late
nineteenth century, the Great Powers continued only gradually endorsing
the nationalist demands being put forward in the Balkans, a policy they
had inaugurated at the Berlin Conference of 1878, even though the
common front they had put up then was slowly eroding. Certainly
Crete was the type of case that would strain relations among the
Powers because its geopolitical location as part of the Eastern Mediterranean made Britain, the dominant sea power, especially sensitive toward
.
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trying to arrive at the best possible accommodation of the conflicting
groups on such a strategic location. The Ottoman Empire on its part
was vulnerable to domestic challenges to its authority on the part of
ethnic minorities, and appeared to be selecting which cases it would
deal harshly with and which it would not try to suppress. In the 1890s
the Armenians fell into the first category, Crete into the second. The
"Organic Law" of 1868 made several concessions to the Christians
on the island, providing them with some consultative rights, a general assembly, the right to use the Greek language in official matters
and so forth. This law was never implemented properly, but a decade
later the Ottoman authorities affirmed their intention to respect it; their
decision was influenced by their fears that the anti-Ottoman uprisings
in the Balkans during 1875-1878 would spread to Crete. This brought
the Convention of Halepa in 1878, named after the suburb of the
Cretan town of Chania where it was signed by Cretan representatives
and the Ottoman authorities. The convention, backed up by an imperial
firman, not only affirmed that the "Organic Law" of 1868 but extended
the rights of the Christians to what Lily Macrakis describes as virtual
self-rule (p. 74) Many of Halepa provisions were rescinded by the
Porte in 1889, setting the scene for a new round of Christian uprisings
and a reconsideration of the Cretan question in Constantinople and the
capitals of Europe.
All this was the backdrop to what was to become the remarkable
political career of Eleftherios Venizelos, the early part of which is
the subject of this carefully researched and closely argued study by
Lily Macrakis, who teaches European history at Regis College in
Massachusetts. Despite its considerable size, this book is both intellectually stimulating and entertaining, helped by an excellent translation
from the English language original by Takis Kirkis. The study begins
with his early life—he was born on Crete in August, 1864—and discusses his childhood, adolescence and early adulthood, which saw him
gain a law degree in Athens and return to Crete to practice law and
also become a journalist. In April 1889, not yet twenty-five years old,
Venizelos was elected to the Cretan Assembly, established by the Halepa
Convention and abolished by the Sultan at the end of that year. Macrakis
describes Venizelos as an independently-minded moderate who fought
for gradual changes. He was part of the liberal faction in the assembly,
pitted against the more implacably nationalist conservatives who instigated the disturbances that led to the retaliation of the authorities
and the assembly's abolition. By the time the Cretan question entered
a new phase in 1895 with the arrival of a Christian governor, Alexandros
Karatheodori Pasha, Venizelos was poised to play a very significant
role. The promise that Karatheodori's arrival held quickly evaporated because the renewed Christian demands for a return to virtual self-rule
outflanked his mandate. He was replaced in early 1896 while the island
witnessed a growing number of local uprisings and clashes between the
armed Greeks and the authorities, with a considerable number of civilians
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suffering as well. Venizelos did not join the armed groups, preferring
to advocate a moderate stance. Macrakis argues persuasively that this
sidelining was an intentional phase of self-reflection rather than abandonment of his political commitment to the resolution of the Cretan
crisis, as some sources have suggested. In any case, by the late 1896 he
was poised to become actively involved in the political and military
struggle that was to culminate in 1897.
Her treatment of Venizelos in 1897 enables Macrakis to establish
the tremendous importance of her study for our understanding of this
towering political figure. In her introduction she explains that she has
focused on his "Cretan career" through 1910, because she believes
that by the time he went to Athens to take charge of the government,
not to mention the whole country, he was, at forty-six, more or less
fully formed as a politician. This is a bold statement, and even those
acknowledging Macrakis's expertise in this area will require concrete
proof. Can one argue that despite the changes that were to follow,
Venizelos's legendary statesmanship was forged against the background
of the Cretan uprising? One only has to peruse the contents of a series
of volumes of collected essays on Venizelos that were published over
the last decade or so to notice how overwhelmingly students of Venizelos
focus on the next phases of his career, from 1910 through his death
in 1936. Indeed, as Macrakis explains, the Venizelos pre-1910 phase is
generally considered by his admirers as his time as an idealist revolutionary hero and as his self-seeking phase—neither label quite fitting
his subsequent "pragmatic" political career in Athens.
By ratans of a very careful reading of the historical record, including extensive archival work, Macrakis demonstrates that the Venizelos
of the post-1910 era that we know, the tactinioner and the strategist,
cut his political teeth and matured as a statesman in Crete. Venizelos's
revolutionary (or idealist) activities in Crete were part of a more
general and calculated strategy motivated by realist assessments of the
capabilities of the movement. Macrakis bases her views not by merely
rejecting the "idealist revolutionary hero" and "self-seeking" labels, but
by working through them. Both those labels were, she notes, based on
subsequent interpretations of Venizelos's Cretan phase. They were politically motivated and thus only partially true, based on a mixture of
fact and myth. Typical of this is an incident in February 1897, when
warships of the Powers bombarded a small group of Christian fighters
who had raised the Greek flag on Akrotiri, the promontory west of
Chania. Venizelos's biographers placed him at the center of this very
symbolic incident, risking his life for the honor of the flag. Macrakis
soberly points out that Venizelos was nowhere near the place where
that incident took place, and she adds: "... Eleftherios Venizelos was
not the type of risk-taking patriotic hero who would have risked his
life only for the glory of a symbol" (p. 351). Indeed, Venizelos employed revolutionary activity judiciously, only when he believed it benefited the cause he was fighting for; likewise, he was not consistently
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in favor of the maximalist demand of union with Greece. Yet on the
other hand, Macrakis adds, his commitment to the struggle went well
beyond anything that could be used to describe him as a self-seeking
professional revolutionary (p. 374). Those who try and make such
arguments on the basis of the changes his attitudes involved, Macrakis
states, cannot distinguish between the difference of tactics and overall
strategy (p. 424).
Neither hero nor opportunist, Macrakis's Venizelos-in-Crete emerges
as a realist politician who was able to offer leadership to the struggle
for Cretan independence from the Ottomans and for union with Greece.
Venizelos's pragmatism and his tactical use of revolutionary methods
is reiterated in the author's treatment of the uprising in the Cretan
village of Therisso in 1905, an event that helped Venizelos prevail
in the struggle he was engaged with Prince George of Greece. The
prince had been appointed as the island's high commissioner by the
Powers in 1898 and his tenure, that lasted in 1906 was marked by
his political and personal rivalry with Venizelos. The prince's departure from the island and the appointment of Alexandros 7.aimis as
high commissioner paved the way for Venizelos to lead the final
phase of the Cretan struggle for union with Greece that began in 1908
and ended in 1909, when the Powers, having already recognized the
rebel government, moved their troops off the island. Crete's official
union with Greece would have to wait until the end of the Balkan
Wars in 1913, but in effect, the struggle had been won in 1909—that
same year on December 28th, Venizelos arrived in Athens, invited
there by the new regime that had been established by the August
1909 uprising that began in the Goudi barracks in Athens. Venizelos's
Cretan phase had ended.
In her epilogue, Macrakis appropriately draws a parallel between
her view of Venizelos's leadership and the definition of leadership
offered Henry Kissinger (the par excellence practitioner of realpolitik),
namely that a leader is one who is always ahead of society and able
to present inspiration as experience, the only thing that a society can
recognize as truth. Likewise, Venizelos was ahead of society, always
inspired and teady to trim his sails according to the new conditions,
but inevitably not always able to drag society along with him, prompting
him to resort to new tactics (p. 426). He learned how to do that in
Crete, and that practice stood him well for the rest of his career.
Inevitably perhaps, as the political problems he was to face in Greece
multiplied, especially after 1922, he had to rely more and more on
tactics and less upon idealistic strategies. Nonetheless, while Venizelos
may not have been the mythical figure his supporters and later commentators created, as Macrakis shows in her excellent study of his Cretan
phase, he was a politician who was able to move mountains.
ALEXANDER KITROEFF
Haverford College
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Who Killed George Polk? The
Press Covers up a Death in the Family. Philadelphia: Temple UP,

ELIAS VLANTON, WITH ZAK METTGEIL

1996. Pp. xiv-1-322. $27.95.
The short career of CBS reporter George Polk, a younger contemporary of Edward R. Murrow, is commemorated in the Polk Award
for excellence in journalism. All who receive it must do so with a twinge
of bad conscience, for the frame-up of a colleague in his still-unsolved
murder, willingly underwritten by some of America's most prominent
journalists, haunts the profession to this day.
The undisputed facts are these. Polk, concluding an assignment
for CBS in Greece, was last seen alive in Salonika on May 8, 1948.
Eight days later, his body was fished out of the city's bay. He was
bound and blindfolded; his effects and his money were intact, except
for an identity card that had been mailed anonymously to the police in
a hand-addressed envelope.
The murder of an American journalist in a front-line area of the
Cold War, where an American-backed rightist government was battling
a Communist insurgency, was bound to have repercussions. Polk was
known to have sought contact with the rebel leader Markos Vafiadis
while in Salonika, and his execution-style slaying, coupled with the
absence of theft, strongly suggested a hit from the right. This inconvenient thesis was rejected by the government, which announced, in
advance of any evidence, that the Communists were responsible for
Polk's death.
In the U.S., meanwhile, Polk's journalistic brethren urged action.
The left-leaning New York newspaper Guild forbed an investigative
commission, but its efforts were preempted by the so-called Lippmann
Committee, led by columnist Walter Lippmann, whose members represented the cream of establishment journalism, including Washington
Post publisher Eugene Meyer, radio commentator Elmer Davis, and James
Reston of The New York Times. CBS contributed $10,000 in start-up
funds, and lent its Washington commentator, Joseph C. Harsch, as secretary.
Unlike the impecunious Guild Commission, whose approaches Lippmann
loftily rebuffed, the Committee's stated objective was simply to monitor
events in Greece. In retaining as its counsel, however, General William
J. Donovan, the wartime head of the OSS and a founding father of the
CIA, it tied itself in to the highest echelons of government. In effect,
the Committee gave the Truman administration cover to dispatch a
proconsul to Greece, who could direct and visible pressure on the
local authorities to provide a politically correct solution to the case.
Donovan's pressure produced the desired result. By autumn, police
announced that a Greek journalist, Gregory Staktopoulos, had confessed to arranging a meeting between Polk and two Communist leaders,
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Adam Mouzenides and Evangelos Vasvanas, who had rowed him offshore and, in Staktopoulos's presence, executed him. They did not add
that this confession had been extracted from (or rather, dictated to)
Staktopoulos after six weeks of torture. Staktopoulos's mother, Anna,
who likewise "confessed" to having mailed Polk's identity card to the
police after seeing her son hanging by his feet was also indicted. At
a show trial in April 1949, Staktopoulos was convicted of complicity
in Polk's murder and sentenced to life imprisonment. Mouzenides and
Vasvanas were convicted of murder and sentenced to death in absentia,
in Mouzenides's case extreme absentia since he had died at least a
month before Polk's murder.
The principal interests in the case all pronounced themselves satisfied: the Greek government, which had appeased its American patron;
the State Department, Donovan's government liaison; CBS, which gave
the verdict a qualified endorsement; and the Lippmann Committee, which
offered its own imprimatur in a report not issued until 1952. Staktopoulos was released from prison in 1960, by which time the case had
begun to emit a noticeable stench. The late 1970s seemed a more propitious time to square this old Cold War account. But the Greek Supreme
Court rejected both Staktopoulos's petition for a new trial and Vasvanas's
offer to return from exile to answer charges.
The matter did not rest there. Staktopoulos published his memoirs
in 1984, detailing his tortures, and a new generation of journalists, with
access to previously classified documents, reopened the case. In 1989
the first book-length account in English appeared, Edmund Keeley's
The Salonika Bay Murder. His was followed by Kati Marton's The
Polk Conspiracy in 1990, and now Elias Vlanton has published the
fruit of two decades of investigation in Who Killed George Polk?
Nearly half a century after Polk's death, his ghost will not rest, nor
will what some have referred to as "the Greek Dreyfus case." (At this
writing, Gregory Staktopoulos is still alive.)
Who killed Polk will probably never be established to general
satisfaction. Simple foul play seems ruled out by the absence of robbery, although it is at least conceivable that petty thugs, panicking
when they realized they had killed a person of some consequence, decided
to disguise their victim's murder as a political assassination. The official
story has long been discredited. The Communists had neither motive nor
opportunity to kill Polk, and they subsequently welcomed another journalist into their midst to do precisely the story Polk had wanted.
The consensus of investigators is that Polk was killed by the
political right. There were several shadowy death squads operating in
and around Salonika, one of which, with or without government approval, might have entrapped Polk. The question of motive remains.
Polk had been critical of the government in his dispatches, but so had
others. His tour of duty was up, and he was planning to write a book
about his experiences in the Middle East in which Greece would presum124
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ably figure only marginally, if at all. Another evident problem for any
conspiracy thesis was that his presence in Salonika was an accident, since
he had planned to fly to Kavalla and had only been diverted by bad
weather. Anyone intending to kill Polk would have had only a day
and a half to concoct and execute a plan, since he arrived on a Friday
morning and disappeared on Saturday night.
These problems, as well as a complete lack of substantiating evidence,
did not deter Kati Marton from announcing that she had cracked the
case in The Polk Conspiracy. Marton claimed that Polk had been killed
by a rightist operative, Michael Kourtessis, at the behest of Deputy
Prime Minister Constantine Tsaldaris, whom Polk was allegedly about to
expose for skimming aid funds. I will not dwell on the gross absurdities of her account, which I have discussed elsewhere' and which are
thoroughly rehearsed in Vlanton's book.
Vlanton puts forward a thesis of his own, that Polk was murdered by local rightist smugglers fearful of being exposed by him and
acting on their own initiative. This scenario is based on testimony
volunteered to the U.S. Embassy in 1953 by a Salonika seamstress,
Soula Karanthou. Vlanton admits that Karanthou's account is circumstantial and unverified; she neither witnessed any incriminating action
nor even heard specific talk of a murder. The most that can be said
for it is that, unlike Marton's story, it is not inconsistent with the known
facts. Vlanton is too good a reporter to claim more, but he would have
been better advised to treat Karanthou's tale as he does other inconclusive
leads.
Vlanton does make one startling assertion on the basis of Karanthou's testimony: that Nikos Mouscoundis, the head of Salonika's general security forces and the chief investigator in the Polk case, was informed of his death the morning after by its perpetrators, and that even
before the discovery of his body he set in motion a cover-up (p. 187).
It is no pleasure to defend the reputation of Mouscoundis, who certainly did stage a cover-up later and not only oversaw but participated
in Staktopoulos's torture. There isn't a shred of evidence to support the
assertion that he knew the true identity of Polk's killers, however, except
the boast of a man overheard by Karanthou that Mouscoundis had
"cleared him" (183-184). 2 Even as speculation, it strains credulity that
Polk's murderers would have expected protection for their high-profile
crime or that Mouscoundis would have risked his career for the sake
of some expendable riff-raff. Nor, if the fix had been in from the
beginning, did Mouscoundis need to wait until August to pick up
Staktopoulos, a prime suspect from the outset. It is likelier that Mouscoundis conducted a more or less serious investigation, albeit one that presupposed a Communist plot, and that he settled on Staktopoulos as
his patsy only when American pressure became too intense and nothing
better turned up.
The more significant aspect of the case, at least at this juncture,
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is how the press was brought in on the fingering of Staktopoulos,
thereby conniving at both the cover-up of one colleague's murder and
the framing of another. The key to this was the retention of General
Donovan as counsel to the Lippmann Committee. He appears to have
been recruited by Lippmann and Ernest K. Lindley, the president of
the Overseas Writers Association, under whose aegis the Committee
functioned. They did not choose alone; Secretary of State George
Marshall was also a party in the decision. Donovan's legendary status
as a spymaster and his position within the establishment gave him unassailable credibility, as well as immediate access to the highest levels
of the Greek government. He was thus ideally situated to effect a
politically salutary outcome, and he did so. Whether Lippmann and
Lindley were complicit in this from the beginning is a question, but
neither man was a babe in the woods. Both knew that if Donovan
did not catch the right man, he would make sure that someone was
caught. The important thing was that an embarrassing episode in GreekAmerican relations would have closure.
The same was true of CBS, which had dispatched two correspondents to the scene and devoted four on-air programs to the Polk
case. The correspondents did little except to collect government and
embassy handouts, and the programs—vetted and corrected by the State
Department on at least one occasion—largely parroted the official line.
Some of Polk's network colleagues privately scoffed at the Greek
government's investigation, but little more than veiled skepticism
reached the airways. Corporate CBS, too, understood the national interest.
There the matter rested, until in November 1990 the network
broke more than four decades of silence on the Polk case in a Sixty
Minutes segment that served as a forum, if not merely an advertisement,
for Kati Marton's views. So-called investigative journalism has rarely
sunk lower, and Vlanton is properly scathing in his review of the
broadcast. Why did CBS supinely endorse Marton's conclusion ? Ed
Bradley of CBS declined, or more precisely ignored my request for
comment. One can only presume that the intense publicity surrounding
Marton's book—she was then the wife of ABC anchor Peter Jennings—
compelled the network to respond, while its thesis offered, once again,
"closure." The culprit finally discovered, CBS could at last put paid
to criticisms of its own conduct.
From Ed Murrow to Ed Bradley, the record of establishment journalism in the Polk affair has been a sorry one. But not all of Polk's
colleagues failed him. I. F. Stone published a blistering critique of the
Lippmann Committee report when it was issued, characterizing its members, with exactitude, as a "bunch of . . . stuffed shirts." Stone had no
difficulty airing his views; he published his own paper. Getting them
noticed was another matter. Other journalists, including John Donovan,
Ted Berkman, Constantine Poulos, and William Price, tried to resurrect
the Polk case for years; blighted careers were their only reward. It is
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one of the signal merits of Vlanton's book—which takes its place with
Keeley's as the only substantive work in English on the Polk case--that
he gives due credit to these men of conscience, and tells their forgotten
story.
Perhaps the greatest irony of the Polk affair is that Polk himself
was an ardent Cold Warrior, one of that breed of postwar newsmen
who, in the wake of American empire, felt it incumbent on themselves
to journalistically police its more distant satrapies. Undoubtedly sincere
in his detestation of corruption and injustice, he was naive about their
function as instruments of policy. General Donovan was not. George
Polk was a casualty of empire; later he became a sacrifice to it. Had
someone else died in his place, would he have stood with the Walter
Lippmanns or the John Donovans? We will never know, but there's an
award in his name nonetheless.
ROBERT ZALLER
Drexel University
'The Philadelphia Inquirer, November 18, 1990; "Who Killed George Polk?
A Resifting of the Clues," Media History Digest, 13, 1 (Spring-Summer 1993):
11 17.
-

2 Vlanton's comment in another context is apposite: "raw intelligence [is)
of little value unless confirmed" (159).

KEITH R. LEGG AND JOHN M. ROBERTS, Modern Greece: A Civilization

on the Periphery

(Boulder: Westview Press, 1997).

Although a few comprehensive and concise accounts of modern
Greek history have been published during the past decade, no comparable effort has been undertaken with regard to politics. The need
for an up-to-date as well as historically informed and theoretically
grounded account of developments in Greek politics and society is
unquestionable. Keith R. Legg's and John M. Robert's book is an
attempt to fill this void.
Legg and Roberts have indeed written a book that is comprehensive in scope, yet intended for non-specialists: it surveys modern Greek
history, culture, institutions, domestic politics, international relations,
and political economy. It is a book rich in facts and ambitious in terms
of analysis. The authors provide a full-fledged interpretation of Greek
politics and society, including predictions about future developments.
Their central argument is that Greek culture has had a dreadful effect
on the country's institutions, undermining their ability to adapt to the
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challenge of European integration and condemning Greece to a permanent position in the periphery of modernity.
If Greece's institutions operate in a flawed way, they argue, the
main cause is Greek culture. Greece is a country of feuding families;
their distrustful members, motivated by philotimo, cannot possibly cooperate, associate with each other, act collectively, or be loyal to anything
else beyond their own family. In the authors' words: "It is to family
and the future of its members alone that the individual Greeks owe
their time, energy, and loyalty; any expenditure of these on impersonal
organizations with collective goals would be disloyal ... only occasionally
are public and private interests perceived to coincide. More often it
is a matter of every family against every other" (p. 6). This sort of
culture produces a dearth of associations, the weakness of civil society,
a confusion of identity, a reliance on particularistic rather than universalistic values, and a commitment to ascriptive rather than achievement
orientations. The result is that "politics becomes merely the scramble
for the state apparatus and its resources" (p. 199), which in turn
undermines the country's institutions and hence Greece's position within
the European Union. To summarize it all, Greece is a country decidedly
not "modem," as defined "by most Americans or western Europeans"
(p. 107).
This description is obviously a caricature; at times, the caricature
reaches grotesque proportions: in Greece, we are told, there is "an
exaggerated belief in chance and fortune. Individuals can do little on
their own since life is largely determined by uncontrolable natural
phenomena, which might include the weather, earthquakes, and the
world market" (p. 8). The authors do not specify, however, whether
the "relaxed attitude toward time" (p. 108) flows from such beliefs.
Winning office in Greece, we are told, means the ability to distribute
immediate benefits in the form of employment, favors, and access
(p. 131) . But, isn't this, to a varying degree, a key aspect of politics
everywhere, from Capitol Hill to the Paris mayoral house? Given the
Greek emphasis on family, we are reminded, "those private firms that
do exist tend to view each other as competitors rather than collaborators"
(p. 91). Isn't that supposed to be the fundamental rule of market
economics?
Toward the end of their book, the authors inquire what "a latterday de Tocqueville" would conclude if he "were to visit Greece."
Legg and Roberts are no latter-day Tocquevilles. To be sure, their
crude culturalism harks back to nineteenth century travelogues, as suggested among others, by the absence of any reference to scholarly works
written in Greek. However, caricature description isn't the book's biggest
flaw. What is really striking is the facility and casual style with which
the authors assume that culture "causes" institutional/political outcomes. Culture is a concept notoriously hard to define and measure,
and how (or whether) it affects politics is still a very open question
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in social science. However, Legg and Roberts disdain such issues; they
never test their arguments. Missing from their account are empirical data,
alternative hypotheses, and nuance. Nothing even remotely resembling
social science methodology appears in this book. On the contrary, the
authors make considerable, though clumsy, efforts to accommodate
reality into their argument: for example, realizing that, contrary to
what they initially claimed, associations are present and even "proliferate" in Greece, they hasten to add that, in fact, they "are rarely
more than covers for the interests of single individuals or small groups"
(p. 9 1 ).
This is not to say that culture does not affect Greek institutions;
it probably does, but in a way that is far more complex and nuanced
than the authors assume; uncovering its impact with a minimum of
accuracy requires sophisticated methodology and superior understanding of the case at hand—both of which the authors lack. Their crude
culturalism is partly the result of reliance on anthropological work
which is overwhelmingly based on rural communities—and hence is of
little relevance to contemporary urban Greek society (for instance, suspicion toward organizations is a feature of most rural societies) ; it is
also the result of a poor understanding of Greece as well as of an
ethnocentric and parochial perspective. This perspective turns the
authors' own political experience into their exclusive observation lens,
leading to comments such as this: "Unlike the U.S. Constitution, the
Greek constitutions have not been viewed as sacred. The fact that Greek
constitutions historically come and go contributes to this view" (p. 111).
This statement turns what is an exception (the U.S. Constitution) into
a universal yardstick and overlooks the European experience (where
"constitutions come and go") of which Greece is part. The same tendency is reflected in the chapter surveying Greek history, which is entitled "The Problem of Too Much History." Obviously, history becomes
"too math" (as well as "a problem") if the yardstick is "less" history.
That Greece is different from Europe or the West is repeated
ad nauseam throughout the book. The political history of Greece, with
"revolutions," dynastic change, oscillation between constitutional monarchy
and republic, military coups, and general movements of instability—set
the country apart from most other Western European states (p. 3); in
spite of changes during the past two decades, Greek politics differs in
fundamental ways from politics of other developed democracies (p. 131),
while Greek parties and the party system do not operate in quite the
same fashion as their Western European counterparts (p. 144); to those
acquainted with political parties in other democracies, the history of
Greek political parties may seem incomprehensible (p. 138) ; parties,
unions, and the like do not aggregate interests in the way they would
in other countries of the industrialized world (p. 199), while Greece's
parliamentarism is "limited," as opposed to the fully developed representational form of governance existing in northern Europe (p. 197) ;
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there are deep differences : between the political ,culture of Greece and
that of the EU (p. 192); Greece remains the only EU member with
unsettled territorial and national ethnic questions (p. 64); the European
technocratic ethos is very foreign to Greece (p. 192); as a result, the
Greek style of patronage will not be replaced with the European mentality of technocratic neutralism (p. 193) [emphasis mine].
In short, we are repeatedly told that Greece is "unlike elsewhere"
(p. 6). Legg and Roberts bestow this "elsewhere" with mythical properties, much like they previously did with Greece. Again, the authors
seem to have missed the train of developments in social science since
the 1960s; they ignore that the assumptions on which this sort of comparison is built (drawn from modernization theory) have been overturned
a long time ago. Modernity is a tricky concept with a segmented content. As Margaret Anderson has remarked, it is a moving target in a
game that is never over—when are we justified in saying that a law, a
system, a society, has failed to hit it? Attempting to establish a country's "level of modernity" (in a way that is, moreover, extremely crude)
is an antiquated exercise with no scholarly (or practical) value. It also
produces some absurd contentions. For example, how can Greece be
considered less "modern" than Ireland or the U.S., in terms of, say,
attitudes toward morality in individual behavior? Likewise, the claim
that Greece remains the only EU member with unsettled territorial and
national ethnic questions flies in the face of the most elementary facts:
witness the UK, Spain, or Belgium.
Obviously, the predictions flowing from such an exercise could
only be grim. In fact, Legg and Roberts offer convictions rather than
predictions. As they point out, it is "a foregone conclusion" that Greece
will be relegated to the periphery of Europe. The issue, however, is
not whether such dubious prophecies will come true (in fact, the
country's politics since 1996 contradict the authors' arguments about the
impossibility of even undertaking any reform in Greece), but whether
this analysis carries any validity at all. It should be obvious by now
that this book fails even the most elementary criteria of scholarship.
If interpretation was the only problem, this book could still be a
useful factual guide. However, the authors' description of Greek politics
and society is replete with questionable, exaggerated, unsubstantiated,
obsolete, or simply inaccurate claims. Simplistic assertions blend with
gross exaggerations. This tendency affects central as well as trivial
issues and destroys the book's credibility. The chapter on political parties
and elections is a case in point—unfortunately not the only one. The
main argument is that party politics in Greece are clientelistic, personalistic, factionalized, and highly unstable. This is an argument literally transposed from the senior author's book Politics in Modern Greece.
In the meantime, however, extensive empirical research in modern history and political science undermined this argument: Mavrogordatos's
work, for example, demonstrated the centrality of a variety of cleavages
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in Greek politic& Moreover, the 1990s aren't the 1960s. One wonders
how it is possible to assert that the party system is "fluid," encouraging party splits and defections based on ideological differences or "personality clashes" (p. 127), and that "parties still must be viewed as
fragile institutions" (p. 145), when the same two parties have alternated in power for the past twenty-three years, while consistently polling
more than eighty percent of the vote for the past sixteen years!
Many claims are made in the absence of any supporting evidence.
A small, but representative, example pertains to the observation that
mayors of refugee communities are likely to be communist or from
some other faction of the left (p. 84). No evidence or source is provided. Although this observation might be true for urban refugee communities, it is questionable when it comes to rural ones, and does not
hold in the case of refugee communities in Macedonia. The book is
replete with such unsubstantiated claims. However, when evidence is
provided, it often turns out to be based on outdated information. For
example, it is no longer the case that married women can retire with a
government pension only after fifteen years of work in the public
sector (p. 175), that the telephone system is antiquated (p. 200)-or
even that individuals celebrate name days rather than birthdays (p. 101).
A related problem is the authors' reliance on few and outdated surveys. Had they consulted recent survey data, they would have realized
that "mass apathy" (p. 197) does not accurately describe the 1980s,
or that the youngest part of the population is no longer hostile to
the private sector (p. 110). But, then, the authors failed to consult
any source in Greek, thus overlooking the best data (such as the most
comprehensive academic survey, the 1985 "four nation" comparative
survey).
The dearth of Greek sources is particularly damaging when it comes
to the issue of interest groups and civil society. The boldness of assertions ("organized groups and associations are either creatures of the
state, controlled by the state, or objects of great hostility" p. 156)
matches the absence of sources; the authors rely mostly on two dissertations, written respectively in 1962 and 1970, and ignore at least
five books on this issue written by sociologists and political scientists
and published in Greece during the past fifteen years.
Arguing that there are "many examples of the criminaliza.tion of
policymaking in order to punish opponents once they are out of office"
(p. 206), or that "Greek leaders and the population as a whole have
generally felt that ... Greek suffering during centuries of Ottoman
domination requires recompense" (pp. 7-8), is very questionable to
say the least. However, it is plain wrong to state that the Greek state
has pursued the legacy of the Megali Idea in the context of the Macedonian issue (p. 202). While reprehensible on many grounds, the
Greek policy on the issue was certainly not irredentist, and hence not informed by the Megali idea, whose essence was irredentism. This is yet
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another indication of the authors' combination of bold statements with
an inadequate grasp of fundamental concepts—which are used in a
casual way. A full list of outright mistakes could fill pages; a partial
list includes the description of nineteenth century Greece as a country
of mostly landless peasants (p. 78), the remark about the influence
of the Florentines in parts of the country (p. 108), the mislabeling
of the Communist Party of the Interior as EKKE (p. 148), the claim
that PASOK abolished university entrance examinations and eliminated
"cram schools" (p. 99), the contention that New Democracy lacks
party organization (p. 149), is weak in urban centers (p. 150) but
does well in Crete (p. 144)—even the assertion that there is cable television in Greece (p. 166) !
All in all, one wonders how such a book got published by a serious
press. I, for one, cannot imagine a reputable Greek press ever publishing a scholarly book about the United States that would claim to
explain the country's social and political development in terms of the
alleged cultural characteristics of its people (such as individualism,
entrepreneurialism, propensity to violence, etc.), call the chapter
surveying U.S. history "the problem of too little history," and rely on
not a single source in English.
STATHIS N. KALYVAS
New York University

JOSHUA ELI PLAUT, Greek

Jewry in the Twentieth Century, 1913-1983:
Patterns of Jewish Survival in the Greek Provinces Before and After
the Holocaust (London: Associated University Presses, 1996.

Pp. 220).

The scholarly and popular literature on the history and cultural
expressions of the Jewish communities found throughout Greece is
slowly growing. Much of the extant information is on the larger, betterdocumented communities, especially the one in Thessaloniki.
This thin volume attempts to draw together a picture of life in
the smaller Greek Jewish communities from the time that Greece took
its present political form, through the Second World War, to the
last decades of the twentieth century. It is packed with information.
The first chapter tries to identify the historically based cultural diversity found in the Jewish communities of Greece. The second chapter
examines the economic and cultural changes the communities faced
between 1913 and 1933. The third chapter addresses the events of
World War II which left the communities literally decimated. The
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fourth chapter speaks to communal and indi'ridual life in the three
decades following the war. The last chapter concludes with a discussion of Greek Jewish identity and problems of small communities.
An epilogue attempts to place the reality of Greek Jewry into a Balkan
context.
Greek Jewry in the Twentieth Century, 1913-1983 should fill a
gap in the scholarship on the Jews of Greece. Sadly, for many reasons, it fails to reach its goal. The shortcomings can be characterized
by lack of significant research, textual inconsistencies, poor editing,
and uninformed analysis. In short, the author has prepared a text which
is not well-researched and documented. Reference to the rich sociological
and anthropological literature on Jewish identity is absent. For example,
Plant writes about markers by which the Jewishness of community is
determined. Included in these markers are such elements as regular
religious ceremonies, community organization, Jewish education, and
knowledge of Hebrew. His conclusions on Greek Jews, who "feel
Jewish rather than acting Jewish" (p. 138), are based upon short-term
observation not quantified results. Other, more authoritatively presented,
observation-based conclusions expressed in Chapter 5, "The Shaping of
Greek-Jewish Identity," are also not informed by the scholarly literature.
Another absence in Paul's research is the archival and historic
record. Except for limited archival resources, the text is drawn primarily from secondary sources. Several of the sources are post-World
War II reports prepared by American Jewish social service agencies
steeped with a lack of knowledge of the history and culture of Greek
Jewry. An analysis of contemporary news reports and government
archives, along with directed oral interviews may have shed light
on the actual situations and the biases of the authors.
The text is filled with many inconsistencies. Plant's reliance on
examples drawn from the Jewish community of Thessaloniki, historically
the largest and most significant Jewish community in Greece, is contrary to the book's subtitle, which refers specifically to the Greek
provinces. For example, the discussion of the schools of the Alliance
Israelite Universelle refers extensively to the effect of universal education on the Jewish youth of Thessaloniki. Furthermore, other examples
of historical events, documentation of occupations, and oral history
quotations drawn from other sources are taken from communities in
the much broader Ottoman Empire.
Contradictions are also found in the historical interpretation. On
the one hand, the reader learns in the discussion of Greek political
development in Chapter 2 that under John Metaxas "Jews feel more secure
in their place in Greek society. But the domestic tranquility only lasted
a few years" (p. 35). Plaut states that the crack in domestic tranquility
was the fault of the Nazis. The contradictory nature of that statement
is found in the following chapter's discussion of the political situation
prior to German occupation of Greece. Plaut writes that the suspension
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of the constitution as directed by Metaxas resulted in "adverse effect
on activities within the Jewish community" (p. 52) such as suspension
of publication of French-language Jewish newspapers and limitation
on public gatherings.
Poor editing results in a repetitive text, typographical errors such
as hookblacks (p. 43) instead of bootblacks, grammatical errors such
as "deportated," and inconsistencies in the citation of oral histories.
Some are asterixed and cited at the bottom of the page, others appear
as footnotes. Other editing lapses omit consistent explanations of acronyms; EAM, ELAS, ORT are never defined. A map of Greece at the
beginning of the book (p. 13) does not include some of the smaller
towns discussed. Throughout the book, readers learn about the life
of Isaac Ashkenazi of Didimotiho, apparently one of Plaut's major
sources. Didimotiho does not appear on the map.
Poorly presented information is another major fault of the book.
For example, the role of the American Jewish Joint Distribution Committee in financially assisting Greek Jews returning from the Germanrun concentration camps is discussed at length in Chapter 3, "Destruction of Greek-Jewish Communities." The ORT (Organization for Rehabilitation and Training) sponsored efforts in vocational training school
and aid for orphaned girls and was also established to directly aid survivors
of the Holocaust, which is discussed in the section of traditional Jewish
occupations in Chapter 4, "Life in the Greek Provinces."
Finally, the author's lack of knowledge of the Greek language is
another shortcoming. This point is pertinent both to the quality of editing
in the book and the analysis. Language skills hinder his ability to
understand names which are incorrectly cited, such as Samuel Meyer,
the late kosher winemaker of Ioannina, or mistransliterated, such as
silversmith Sammy Pitzirilos, also of Ioannina. These are superficial
comments in comparison to Plaut's analysis of anti-Israeli rhetoric and
action as well as anti-Semitism. He understands neither the semantics in
action nor the cultural practice of categorizing groups of people.
Identifying an individual as Jew, `E 13pcioc, allows others in an historically culturally pluralistic society to relate to that person, a cultural
context is activated. It does not necessarily represent a value-laden
prejudice. On a semantic level, individual Greeks, who may never
have met a Jew nor known of the history of Jews in Greece, often
confuse the two terms Jew, 'I apocriAttric, with Israeli citizen, °I crawlXivbc. Plaut confuses the popular acceptance of the anti-Israeli policies
of some Greek administrations and their lack of distinction of the two
terms with anti-Semitism.
Plaut's epilogue unsuccessfully attempts to join together pieces from
disparate puzzles. The fate of the Jews of Greece's neighboring Albania and the republics formerly known as Yugoslavia is directly related to the fall of communist dictatorships. Neither reflect a political
reality in Greece. The attention given to Kurt Waldheim's role in
-
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the deportation of Greek Jewry by the Nazi war machine brought attention to one of the least-known stories of the Holocaust. The incidence of late twentieth century anti-Semitic grafitti on community
buildings is yet another piece which does not fit.
The present-day picture of Greek Jewry painted by Plaut is
bleak. The communities are losing populations through intermarriage,
death, and emigration. The publication of this book shows all too
evidently the dire need for thorough research on the twentieth century
history of Greek Jewry. Historical and archival source materials need
to be combined with carefully collected testimonies from the individuals
whose lives spanned the century to concisely tell this unique story.
ANNETTE B. FROMM
Senior Program Development Specialist
Oklahoma Museum of Natural History

G. HOLLI AND PETER D, A. JoNEs, Eds., Ethnic Chicago: A
Multicultural Portrait. Grand Rapids, MI, 1996. William B. Eerd-

MELVIN

mans Publishing Company. Pp. 636. Fourth Edition.

Ethnic Chicago is comprised of fifteen essays, doubling the number found in earlier editions. Essays on the Swedes and French Indians
of Chicago have been added to prior essays on white Europeans, some
of which have been updated to account for change within respective
groups.
The volume is clearly enriched with the inclusion of two articles
on African Americans in Chicago. Also added is a Latino section covering three major heritage groups: Mexicans, Puerto Ricans, and Cubans.
Another new entry is the Asian Americans: Chinese, Asian Indians,
Koreans, and an updated chapter by Mosako Osaka. on Japanese
Chicago. The addition of the groups in the present edition permit a
crosscultural and comparative approach to Chicago's multicultural
portrait.
From Jacqueline Peterson's scholarly chronicle, "The Founding
Fathers: The Absorption of French Indians in Chicago, 1816-1837," to
the "The Koreans of Chicago: The New Entrepreneurial hnmigrants," by
Joseph Ahne, the contributors describe the economic changes and the
history of legislation that made Chicago a magnet for immigration: it
further enables the reader to compare the progress of new immigrants
with those of a prior epoch. A persistent theme of the essays is diversity and the inequality that exists both within and among the various
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groups of immigrants. One is is struck by the chameleon quality of
ethnicity across generations as Chicago's ethnic groups adapt to economic
changes, and how Chicago's economy, in turn, adapts to its diverse
population.
There is no underlying theory binding the volume's essays. In
the introduction, the editors note that their focus is "the social
historian's goal of ethnic history for its own sake." It is not intended
to be polemical, but rather informative. The quality of the essays
vary in scope and nature of research. This can be explained, in part,
by the diverse backgrounds of its contributors: academia, journalism,
business, and community activism.
An underlying premise in the introduction is that American culture was already a "melted" culture before the mass immigration of the
1800s and 1900s. "It was an amalgam," the editors write, of English,
Scotch-Irish, Welsh, Irish, Dutch, Swedes, American Indians, Blacks
and Germans—a blend that belies the term "Anglo-Saxon." In following this premise to its logical conclusion, all subsequent immigrants
would adjust and "fit" into this American mosaic. Essays on the Irish,
Germans, Poles, Italians, Greeks, Swedes, and French Indians, chronicle
the ethnic permulations of each group as they struggle to retain their own
ethnic identity in multicultural urban Chicago.
Ironically, the first essay, "The French Indians 1816-1837," seems
to defy the notion of early America as a "melting pot." Chicago's
Indians were, after all, expelled from Chicago by 1833. What had
once been a mixed culture vanished under the American Yankees.
While the Spanish and Portuguese colonized the New World for more
than 100 years before the English, it was the latter who forced the
indigenous people out of their historic territories. By the end of the
seventeenth century, the Anglo-Americans became the dominant group,
the standards of American life were set by them, and included the
English language, Protestant religious ideas, an English system of
law, government, and business. As Peterson points out, the AngloSaxon phase of European fur trade had no respect for the centripetal
and cyclical tribal world view that clashed with the linear view of
history and reverence for progress.
It was this Anglo-Saxon society that awaited the arrival of European
immigrants, some sojourners and others, like the Jews, less interested
in returning to their homeland, where they were usually considered alien.
Despite this difference, all immigrants were centered on trying to
survive the cultural trials of a new land. While space precludes a
detailed critique of each essay, briefly sketched references will suffice to
acquaint the reader with an overview of the book's essays.
Michael Funchion traces the early "famine" Irish experience in
Chicago, an experience that transformed them from sojourner status
into a cohesive group that sought to control its destiny through the
Catholic Church and Chicago politics. In another essay, Melvin Holli
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chronicles the rapid "melting" of the Germans as they became the
target of aggressive hostility during two world wars. This, coupled
with their cultural and physical similarity to the English, expedited the
assimilation process of the Germans, and counteracted their alienation
from the larger society.
In an updated essay, Irving Cutler chronicles the non-sojourner
status of the Jewish experience from shied to suburb in less than a
century. In contrast, Edward Kantowicz shows that the tenacious efforts of the Poles to maintain ethnic identity through solidarity led to
reduced mobility which had unintended consequences of diminished influence in Chicago's political and professional life. We must be
mindful of the fact that there was, and is, no singular experience within
any ethnic group; each has its own divisions of class, ideology, region
of origin, and time of immigration. All conspire to define the uniqueness of each group.
In contrast to the Irish aggressiveness and control of major institutions in Chicago, Italians had no confidence in the church, government, or education; all were seen as threatening to their personal
survival. The internal dynamics of the Italian American experience,
and their delayed mobility must be seen, as Dominic Candelaro points
out, within the framework of the "cultural baggage" Italians brought
with them to Chicago.
Another interesting comparative observation is the Greeks of
Chicago, a group that seems to have brought as part of their "cultural
baggage" a work ethic congenial to the rigors of Chicago's economy
and educational demands. Andrew Kopan presents the push and pull of
the Greek immigration process during the first part of this century.
Without question, each ethnic group in this volume is intent on
maintaining some residue of a collective "we." Myron Kuropas summarizes four generations of Ukrainian American experience as one
beleaguered by internal fractionalism and by the foreign political power of
the Ukrainian Republic, and sees their American experience as being
imbedded in the "development and preservation of Ukranianism."
Anita Olsen's narrative of Chicago Swedes is new to this volume.
She traces the presence of Swedes from 1880 to 1950, describing their
middle class ethos, and, though poor, were one of the first immigrant
groups to settle in the suburbs of Chicago. By the 1950s, lacking
numerical strength, they saw themselves as Americans, but with a
"unique Swedish identity."
Moving from European immigrants to African Americans, and changing lens from voluntary to involuntary migration, James Grossman traces
the settlement of African Americans in Chicago, an experience shaped
by social and economic forces compounded by racial injustice. The
author assiduously shows how the black enclaves that were emerging
from 1880 to 1910 continue today to reflect past discrimination of the
suburbs. In fact Chicago's black belt, the historically black neighbor-
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hood, has risen dramatically in the past twenty years. Plants that provided
black employment closed down, and the new jobs require skills for which
poor blacks have not been trained. The' theme that it not poverty, but
jobs that plagued the jobless poor resonates in current black/white
debates. The unemployment problem is exacerbated not only by the prejudice of white employers, but by black employers as well, who view black
applicants stereotypically negative. Social Darwinist solutions seem to
predude poor jobless blacks. William Broden's report on the evolution of "CHATHAM: An African Success Story" documents the upward mobility of a black middle class to demonstrate that black Chicago
is not solely the story of the social pathology of a black underclass.
The chapter on Latino Chicago deals with Mexicans, Puerto Ricans,
and Cubans. "Latino" and "Hispanic" are umbrella terms that encompass Spanish speaking people of different races and twenty separate
nationalities. Jorge Casuso and Eduardo Comacho provide a comparative approach to the study of three Latino groups which are separated by
vast socioeconomic differences, vastly different ethnic concerns, and
strong internal prejudices. The authors point out that Latino of "Hispanic" origin implies a unity that does not exist. Because of the absence of
understanding among these groups, they invoke the same kinds of
stereotypes imposed on them by non-Hispanics. This misplaced flagellation prevents the emergence of a collective that could be mutually
reinforcing and productive. The need for such understanding appears
urgent in the light of demographic projections that expect by the year
2000, one out of every four Chicago residents will be Hispanic.
There are three new chapters on Asian Americans in this final
section: The Chinese, Asians, Indians, Koreans; and an updated chapter on Japanese Chicago. Susan Moy covers the first 10 years of the
Chinese in Chicago, tracing their sojourner status, exclusionary laws, and,
finally, the family reunification program of 1943. The author errs in citing that "up until 1943, the Chinese, were the only ethnic group denied
the right to become naturalized citizens" (p. 402). In fact, the Japanese
were not granted citizenship until 1952. Masako Osako's narrative of
the meteoric rise of the Japanese into mainstream America, despite
discrimination and internment during World. War II, invokes the
provocative summary that Japanese Americans may be the first racial
minority to integrate and assimilate biologically into the white stock
of America.
Pad= Ramgaswamy portrays the Asian Indian immigrants to
Chicago as a "model minority" in their thirty years in ethnic
Chicago. The professional status of Indians who migrated to Chicago
stand in sharp contrast to the newly arrived "poor" Indians. The Asian
Indians share no ghetto zones; despite economic differences, both
groups, nevertheless, are drawn together in their identification with
the cultural heritage of India through a wide variety of religions and
secular organizations.
Joseph Ahen's essay on the entrepreneurial Koreans depicts them
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as one of the fastest growing immigrant groups. They have achieved
remarkably high levels of economic progress, particularly in Chicago's
inner districts where racial tensions between blacks and Korean merchants have spiraled into aggressive conflict. Their revival of deteriorating business areas can be understood in terms of inner-group solidarity
and resources, as well as economic support of the Korean government.
A galaxy of factors account for the entrepreneurial success of one group
over another. A reading of the diverse ethnic groups found in this
volume provides insight into the ethnic experience that transcends
simplistic monocausal explanations.
The book concludes with Section II, "Ethnic Institutions," not to
be found in earlier editions; it adds a significant dimension to our
understanding of ethnic life. Focusing on six key ethnic institutions
(saloons, sports, crime, churches, neighborhoods, and cemeteries), it
tends, through its illuminating detail, to further highlight institutional
elements found in the lives of ethnic groups in varying degrees. For
instance, the difference between "parochiaIs and "universals" among
ethnic saloons in supporting upward mobility provides a crosscultural
perspective. Sports and crime as vehicles to social mobility are evocative and consistently informative: a microcosm of ethnic processes of
adjustment, survival, and identity. The essay on the "Ethnic Church,"
with detailed analysis of its architecture, represents thorough research
by Edward Kantowicz. The final chapter is "Ethnic Cemeteries," the
"final" statement on the ethnic experience. While historic and ethnic
differences are found in "underground rituals," it appears that over
time and across generations, there has been an increasing homogenization of cemetery and burial styles. The forces of acculturation appear
to move inexorably onward in America, both in life and in death.
This volume represents valuable additions to earlier editions, and
would be an appropriate supplement for advanced undergraduate courses.
On the whole, these are not pathbreaking articles, but, for the uninitiated, they do provide an overview of the linkage between the
economy and the immigrant experience.
ALICE SCOURBY
Department of Sociology
Long island University
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REGINA PAGOULATOU, The Nepenthes

This collection of highly personal poems by Regina Pagoulatouthe original Greek printed side-by-side with the English translation of
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George Pilitsis—takes its literary and thematic inspiration from Homer's
Odyssey 4.219-234. As Menelaus and Telemachus burst into sobs recounting the friends and relatives whom they lost in the Trojan War,
Helen slips the drug "nepenthe" into their wine. The effect of the
drug is to mitigate grief (hence its name: ne- = not; penth- = grief)
to such an extent that the person who drinks it would find it impossible
to mourn a dead mother or father or even a brother who was put to
death by sword before a loved one's eyes. But the effect of nepenthe,
Homer reminds us, is ephemeral: its blissful torpor lasts but a single
day. Pagoulatou's poems deal with wounds that never close—namely,
wounds caused by the death of parents and siblings, wounds inflicted
on parents by maturing children, the wounds of people whose country
is being taken bit by bit by aggressive invaders and occupiers—and the
fruitless search for a lasting anodyne. The modem nepenthe, manufactured by Bayer, is called heroin. It relieves the pain of the terminally
ill but cannot save the surviving mourners from their interminable grief.
Of the 17 poems in the collection, 16 are short, ranging between
15 and 40 lines each. In these vignettes of personal struggle, the poet
wrestles with contradictory urges. On the one hand, respite from sorrow
is sweet and much sought-after. On the other, the absence of pain is
equivalent to the absence of life itself. As she writes in the poem
"Death," "Nepenthes are not the death of sorrow. They are the death
of Life!" For Pagoulatou, the ultimate antidote to pain is creativity
itself. But even poetic creativity is fleeting. The creative moment passes,
leaving a poem in its wake, but the sorrow persists. Ever present is
"the fear from without" which invades our private and personal domain
as if it were some kind of legal tenant. Pain and fear sneak in through
cracks in the doorway, but the light of the sun cannot penetrate the
cobwebs which cover the windows.
The poems are punctuated with themes and refrains which are
especially relevant and recognizable to Greeks who have left the motherland to live in the United States as immigrants. The two most prominent of these themes are 1) the Greek Orthodox religious experience and
2) the materialism of modern American life. In "I Walk ... ," Pagoulatou writes of a Greek Orthodox funeral. Carrying a secret death within
her, her heart struggles to hear the funeral bell, to see the Priestess
Sorrow (observe the feminine perspective here: a priestess, not a priest,
presides) in gold vestments presiding over a service in which "the
cherubim of my sins echo their reflection in the dome of Justice." Finding herself buried under an avalanche of grief-laden snowflakes, in
"My Nepenthes," she struggles to cling to the hope celebrated in the
Great Doxology that, "In Thy light we shall see the light." Providing
a counterpoint, of sorts, to this ritualistic spirituality are the poems
"Investments" and "Time Deposits," which remind the reader of the
motivating force behind most of the Greek immigration to America:
to work as laborers, to save money, and to raise one's standard of living.
The spiritual and material are resolved in bitter paradox in such phrases
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as "The World Bank of Social Injustice" and "the cash registers of
time." Reliving memories of what a family sacrificed emotionally, culturally, and spiritually in order to provide their children with an economically brighter future, Pagoulatou reflects pensively on the price
that these gains have extracted.
In evoking memories, the poems also echo their literary ancestors.
"The Inheritance" tells of the legacy left by brothers to the only daughter
in the family, the legacy of the unshared burden of grief for a dead
mother. Its tone and bitterness recall George Ioannou's "Sole Inheritance."
Alexander the Great is referred to as "flesh of my flesh" (Tay artXa)(ven,
you TO CITEXCSCXVO , a clear echo of Yannis Ritsos's Epitaphios. The Greek
people appeal to "the Sun of Justice, the Intelligible Sun" (rijc matocrOvric 'rev NoritO), referring unmistakably to Odysseas
Elytis's Axion Esti. But perhaps the "Greekest" message in these poems
lies in "The Other Grief," which transforms the oblivion of poppyderived opium into a conscious and fully sentient pride than can walk
proudly as the mourner "wears a red poppy behind the ear." The
resilience and hope of this short poem is of the same fabric as the vital
hope and vibrancy expressed in Elytis's "Return of the One Swallow"
("Eva To XEXI.E.Ovi.) and Ritsos's "Conversation with a Flower"
(Koopkyrcc li Eva XouXo661.). The cover of the book, a painting of
white—not red—poppy flowers, suggestive more of resurrection than of
death, presents a visual version of this paradoxical message: this flower
induces oblivion, yet in the very act of blooming it is alive and recalls
its true and vital nature.
Appended to the end of the collection is a lengthy poem in nine
stan7's which seems, upon first reading, not quite to cohere with the
others. This poem, "I am Greece," was originally recited in a concert
for the Pan-Macedonian Association of the USA and Canada. This
nationalistic poem, reviving the spirit of resistance of the heroes of
1821 and 1940, reaffirms the poet's commitment to maintaining the
integrity of Greek territory. Though clearly addressing contemporary
political concerns of all Greeks (the 1974 Turkish invasion and occupation of Cyprus, the threat to Macedonia in the 1990s), the poet expresses her ideas in a manner which is, in fact, both compatible and
harmonious with the other poems. In this final poem, Greece is the
spiritual mother of civilized humanity. The strength which the poet
finds in mother Greece is one and the same with the strength she finds
in her own biological mother. In each case, the loss of the mother is
painful but ultimately endurable because of the spiritual strength which
the mother has passed on to all her children.
George Pilitsis's translation is clear and sensitive both accurate
and eloquent. He adeptly translates dhepqmainal as "sibling love," making it dear that this Greek word refers equally to brothers and sisters.
The strict English equivalents, "fraternity" or "sorority" (i.e., either,
but not both at the same time) do not convey the gender reciprocity of
the Greek term. The ancient Greek phrase AcopEav etc Mvii Inv is
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properly rendered into Latinate "Gift in Memoriam." Among the more
memorable English renditions is, "Oh, how dreadfully your shadow
hovers (for TrAccvecrat) like a Fury over my loneliness." It is an unfortunate proofreading oversight that Pilitsis's name does not appear on
on the cover.
The edition is handsomely printed. The Greek and English fonts
are easily legible, and it is a pleasure for a Hellenist to find the Greek
text still printed with accents and breathing marks. There is hardly a
Greek American who would not be moved by these fine poems and
the English translation.
RICK M. NEWTON
Kent State University

DUNCAN PERRY,

Bulgaria, 1870

Stefan Stambolov and the Emergence of Modern
1895. Durham: Duke University Press, 1993. Pp. 307.

-

This biographical study might seem to confirm all the stereotypes
about the turbulence of political life in the Balkans, for it recounts
many dramatic events and describes plenty of unsettling violence. To
be sure, the author has written a traditional biography replete with
anecdotes about personalities that make for interesting reading. But he
also has made an effort to point to the broader issues and the fundamental problems underlying the dramatic episodes.
Perry does not attempt a full, year-by-year account in his biography
of Stambolov, but concentrates on the period from the creation of an
autonomous Bulgaria in the late 1870s until the political leader's assassination in 1895. This was a politically turbulent era for the new
state, as well as the formative period for the country's political culture,
that would remain essentially unaltered until World War II.
The conceptual prism through which the narrative unfolds is war,
diplomacy, and domestic personal politics. The points of the prism are
a series of players: the Russian tsars, Alexander II and Alexander III;
the Bulgarian princes, Alexander Battenberg and Ferdinand of SaxeCoburg-Gotha; political figures in Bulgaria; and Stefan Stambolov, the
leader whom all the others eventually confronted in one way or another.
There is another analytical prism, implicit within the first, on which
the author could also have focused. This is the institutions and elites
that developed around the most powerful entity in the country—the
state. They include the political parties, the bureaucracy, the army,
and of course, the prince, who would later be king. Perry weaves both
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sets of factors into the narrative, but concentrates on the more dramatic
world of personalities.
The formation of a Bulgarian state in modem times fits easily
into the theoretical scheme of a national liberation movement; a na
tional revival, involving intellectuals and the Church, leading to a revolutionary movement, and finally the difficult business of forming a stable
state structure and asserting sovereignty. Stambolov was a participant
in all these phases of national formation. Perry is most concerned with
the time when he was first regent and then head of the government
in the late 1880s and early 1890s. Stambolov exemplified Bulgarian
politics during those years and that era can rightly be named after him,
the Stambolovshtina.
The general outline of developments during this period has been
well established in works by European and American scholars. Perry
draws upon these (curiously, he does not cite the important monograph
by Charles Jelavich, Tsarist Russia and Balkan Nationalism) as well
primary materials from the Bulgarian archives to create a well-rounded
biographical study. He is dearly sympathetic to his subject. For
example, where others see Stambolov selecting mediocrities as associates, Perry's view is that he chose "team players" (p. 157). Nevertheless, the author does make clear that Stambolov moved from idealistic
liberalism to pragmatism and finally to unambiguous authoritarianism.
There is no doubt that Bulgaria faced daunting political and economic problems. Before the formation of the Bulgarian state, there
was already a large class of small peasant landholders who would
continue to bear the major burden of taxation, a small but influential
conservative gentry, and an urban trading element from which Stainbolov's family derived. But with the creation of Bulgaria it was a statedependent class of professionals that came increasingly to make up the
politically significant civic sector. If Stambolov's significance, as Perry
argues, was as the protector and preserver of Bulgaria's sovereignty
(p. 241), then we need to see how he related to these various social
groups as he dealt with the country's political problems.
As the author makes patently clear, the main problem facing
Stambolov was to gain international recognition for Bulgaria and its
ruler. In doing so he had to confront an unsympathetic Russian autocracy that made it difficult to find an internationally and domestically
acceptable leader. Related to this problem was a growing nationalist
movement seeking to add Macedonia to the new state that complicated
(and endangered) Stambolov's domestic political dealings as well as
those with the Ottoman government.
Perry's study details the main plot, the international recognition of
the Bulgarian state and its leader, and all the subplots that derived
from it. With a determination that increasingly ran counter to his
initial liberal enthusiasm for popular sovereignty, Stambolov defended
Bulgarian interests against internal and external opposition. He secured
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a new leader for the country, Ferdinand, upon the abdication of its
first prince. Then he proceeded to deal harshly with political opponents,
favoring his Liberal Party supporters and engendering the antipathy of
Ferdinand. Idealism gave way to the politics of survival. He ignored
and taxed the peasantry. More importantly, he failed to recognize that
the authoritarian measures that were necessary when Bulgaria fought
for its identity against an overbearing Russia had alienated many of
the politically conscious urban elements.
The author believes that Stambolov, who had proven himself
politically astute, was unable to see that stability could not be created
by repression bolstered by political favoritism without engendering opposition. Furthermore, Perry argues that Stambolov supported modernization but at the same time ruled in the manner of an "oriental
potentate" (p. 137). What is one to make of these seemingly contradictory aspects in Stambolov's politics? In Perry's view, Stambolov's
"paternalistic" methods were necessary because the peasants were
"passive" and democracy was lacking (pp. 120-21) due to the "Byzantine-Ottoman model of commerce, nepotism, favoritism, and selfpromotion" that Bulgaria had inherited (p. 137) . This does little to
explain the liberal constitution drawn up for Bulgaria by its first constitutional assembly and the significant peasant movement that developed later.
Stambolov eventually fell victim to his policy of moderation with
regard to Macedonia. But he had also spent himself politically. He
had helped set up and consolidate a princely government. His accomplishments, as the author cogently describes, were significant. But
his legacy, despite the author's positive assessment, must be seen as
both light and shadow.
GERASIMOS AUGUSTINOS
Department of History
University of South Carolina
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